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PUBLISHERS’ NOTE 


This book is an abridged 
edition of the Communist 
Reply to the charges brought 
by the Congress High Com¬ 
mand. The original ran into , 
over 300 pages and had to be 
priced at three rupees. The 
present summary at a much 
lower price is intented to 
reach a wider circle of readers- 
and to enable them to under¬ 
stand the Communist case in 
a Much shorter time. It may 
be added that the word¬ 
ing of the original text has 
been preserved in almost 
every line. 




INTRODU CTION 


The Charges Against Us 

The A. I. C. C. office having received a large number of 
complaints and accusations against the Communists, the 
Working Committee referred the matter to a Sub-Committee 
consisting of Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru, Valiabhai Patel 
and Pandit Govindballabh Pant, which reported on September 
21, 1945. The report concluded as follows 

“We are, therefore, of opinion that there is ample evidence 
on the record before us to establish a strong prima 
facie case against the members of the Communist I art} in 
the Congress and they should be asked to justify their position 
and policy and to show cause why action should not be taken 
against them....In the event of explanations given not 
being satisfactory, the question will arise as to what further 
steps should be taken. This is premature at this stage. But 
we should like to make it clear that the issue before us at 
present is not to shut the door of the Congress completely 
to the Communists but to Consider how far it is desirable 
to allow persons who are opposed to the basic Congress policies 
to be elected to or remain on Congress executive bodies which 
are charged with carrying out those policies.” 

In a letter of the same date to S. G Sardesai, Commu¬ 
nist member of the A. I. C. C.,' Acliarya Kripalani framed the 
following charge sheet. 

“That you being a member of the A. I. C. C. and as such 
bound loyally to abide by the policy and programme laid 
down by the A. I. C. C. from time to time, actually opposed 
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such policy and programme from June 1942 onwards and, 
more especially, actually resisted the policy and programme 
laid down by the A- I. C. C. in August 1942 ; 

“That you cariied on incessant propaganda through 
newspapers, pamphlets and books, meetings, and otherwise in 
favour of the war effort, calling the war as it affected the 
people of India a ‘People’s War’, when the Congress had 
advised the people not to co-operate in war activities till the 
freedom of India had been recognised and a national govern¬ 
ment established. 


“That you pursued this policy in accordance with the 
declared policy of your party, the Communist Party of India 

which was opposing the policy and programme of the Indian 
National Congress ; 

That you made grave charges against individual Congress¬ 
men and groups within the Congress and the Working 
Committee of the A. I C. C. itself; 

And thereby rendered yourself liable to disciplinary action 
under the rules of the Congress. 

You are, therefore, hereby called upon to show cause why 
such action should not be taken against you”. 


Nature of tlie Charges 

• 

Kven before the charges harl bee seat to us, we had con, 
to know of your views through the dailv press' iu which vo 
-pressed yourselves against the policy of our Party But w 
'vere unprepared to receive charges which were nT, ^ 

specific ,ha„ the mere term -Peoples War’. From the’Ton ten I 
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„f the Report of your Sub-Co,»n,.tree, fro,,, the very ..'■outf¬ 
it gives, H is clear enough to us .hat none of you n,a,le ■ > 

serious effort at all to study our policy documents careful > 
and with an open mind. From the tenders of cur common 
organisation, we had surely a right to expect a sober 
:r;; treaiment, if not fraternal, at least not sneer, ng and 

patronising. 

The Report, which reveals your own political attitude and 
j. the basis of your charges, states or suggests the follow,,,g: 


U) At one time we called the war an ‘Imperialist W,„>. 
(2) suddenly we began calling it a ‘People’s Wa,‘ 



The only thing which had happened to change our 
policy was the attack on the Sov.et button. We 
therefore stopped the battle for our own hberat.on 
and though, only of saving the Soviet. 



Finally, now that Britain was an ally of th^Soviet, 

we went over to the other side" and went against 

the Congress. 


' In other words, you accuse us of betraying our own country 
for the sake of the Soviet Union. 

The criticism that Communists decide their policy not 
in the interests of their own country but in the interests of the 
Soviet Union is neither new nor original. It has been an old, 
very old gibe of the reactionary parties and their ecribes the 
world over. It was the main theme the British Prosecutor 
played up against us in the Meerut Conspiracy Case. If 17 years 
later you make the same suggestion against us, we cannot but 
ask you-Is this worthy of you t 
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All our brother parties had to live down this slander 
through their work among their own people. And if in the 
world of today there is any single political force which is 
growing it is the Communist movement. If any banner has 
lost ground in every country, it is the bankrupt banner of 
blind anti-communism. 


Nature of Our Policy 

You have taken our sharp criticism of some of the poli¬ 
cies advocated by you as evidence of being anti-Congress. For 
a leadership to identify criticism of its policy with hostility 
to the whole movement or even to the organisation it repres¬ 
ents is a very unwholesome attitude. This can only harm the 
movement itself. By stifiling criticism, it leads to the growth 
of authoritarianism in the leadership, servility' in the loyal 
followers, and warring factionalism within the common camp. 

W e maintain that our war policy, for both the imperial¬ 
ist and the people’s war periods, of which you have tried to 
make fun, cannot legitimately be taken exception to by the Con¬ 
gress. Our case is that in both the periods, the attitudes to¬ 
wards the war which the Working Committee and the A.I.C.C. 
decisively rejected were exactly the ones we doggedly opposed 
as anti-national—namely, in the first phase of the war, the atti¬ 
tude of unconditional co-operation taken up by Gandhiji and 
M. N. Roy, and in the second phase, the attitude of unqualified 
hostility advocated by the C. S. P. and the Forward Bloc. 


We maintain that the main characterisation of the war 
made in the official Congress resolutions is nearer- what we 
desired it to be, rather than its opposite. We thus remained 
in the Congress with a good conscience because we. could 
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honestly interpret onr own cbaractensat.on as being .» h«. 
With the official Congress declaration. We felt sincerely hat 
where we differed we were being only more logical, more con- 

sistent, more realistic. 

we are not underestimating onr differences in practice. 
But we explain them by the fact that though the Congress 
feadership adopted in general words the mam attitude we our¬ 
selves advocated, in practice it made concessions to 

opposing points of view. 

With a clean conscience we assert that instead of looking 
primarily up to the British Government for conceding our 
national aim, we rely primarily upon our own people tc, achmve 
our national aim irrespective of the attitude of the Br.ttsh 

Government. 


We ask you, 
policy by which 


therefore, to apply the following test to our 
we stand and which you criticise. 


Did our policy aim at the achievement of freedom of our 
country or did it take the country away from it ? Did we 
hone to’achieve it through the strength of our own people, or 
did we rely upon non-popular, undemocratic forces? Did we 
s - erve or betray the daily interests of our people in the pursuit 

of our policy ? 


We have steadfastly adhered to the guiding lines indicated 
above, and we have no regrets for what we did except for 
what we failed to achieve. 



FIRST PHASE OF WAR, IMPERIALIST WAR 


Why Imperialist War ? 

Throughout the vicissitudes of the war period, as 
before we decided our course of action at any given 
moment on the basis of the following factors:— 

(1) Which is the shortest path to our country’s 
freedom ? 

(2) Who are our country’s allies, who its 
enemies ? 

(3) In what direction shall we hit our hardest 
and how ? 

We have a political philosophy to guide us and 
we are members of a disciplined revolutionary politi¬ 
cal party; therefore, unlike most other Congressmen, 
we do not just wait for a lead to come from the 
High Command but endeavour to do some independent 
thinking and to place our analysis before fellow- 
Congressmen and the people. 

Therefore, we did not call the war an impe¬ 
rialist one only because our imperialist enslavers 
were engaged in it. We did not merely conclude that 
a var in which Britain was engaged could never 
be India s war and could only provide an opportunity 
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for us to revolt. That was the way in which national 
revolutionaries used to think in the much s.mpler 
world of 18th and 19th centuries. If we merely c . g 
to that ancient heritage, we become national chauvin¬ 
ists who seek allies wherever they may be, even 
including reactionary fascists, and thus conscious y or 
unconsciously turn ourselves into the playthings of rival 

imperialists. 

We, however, did not depart from the true basic 
traditions of the Indian National Congress traditions 
which made it the greatest of the national organisa¬ 
tions of suppressed colonial peoples and the pride of 
our ancient freedom-loving peoples. On the initiative 
of Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru, supported by younger 
progressive elements, the Congress itself in its declara¬ 
tions on international affairs has come to base itself 
on the following ideas-world imperialism as a whole is 
one oppressive system of enslavers and aggressors ; 
world peoples form another camp of peace, freedom 
and democracy ; the Congress always takes its stand 

with this camp of the peoples. 

& 

When we characterised the war in 1939 as imperial¬ 
ists, we based ourselves on two fundamental factors : 


(1) We examined the character of the two 
contestants and found they were two imperialist rivals 
the Anglo-French imperialists and the Hitler-Fascists. 

(2) We examined, not the formal and declared, 
but the actual living war aims of the two 
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sides and found they were selfish imperialist 
aims. The aim of the Hitlerites was fascist 
conquest of the world and their way the way 
of brutes and beasts. The aim of the Cham- 
berlainities was to save their ill-gotten imperial¬ 
ist possessions and switch the war against 
the U. S. S. R. and their way the way of in¬ 
triguing villains and selfish cowards. 

Middleclass democrats used to make fun of our 
analysis about the attempts to “switch the war”. What 
appeared to the democrats a far-fetched theory then 
is today acknowledged by every honest man as the 
living reality of those days. Who believes today 
that Chamberlain’s loudly proclaimed desire to save 
‘democratic’ little Finland arose out of anything else 
but anti-Soviet designs and aims ? 


Conflicts & Vacillation in Congress Policy 

The official Congress policy in the first phase of 
the war had to reconcile three different trends. 
(1) Gandhiji was led by abstract ethical consideration to¬ 
wards unconditional co-operation with the British. He 
announced that “Britain is fighting a just War’’ and 
about India s deliverance he asked “What will it be 
worth if England and France fall ?’’ ( Harijan. Septem¬ 
ber 9, 1939 ) (2) The constitutionalists who were the 

dominant voice in Congress leadership wanted to give 
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the British Government a chance for peaceful settle¬ 
ment with India and declared through Sardar Patel that 
"there was no intention that the Congress should harass 
the British Government in its present fight” ( Ahmeda- 

bad speech, November 5, 1939 ). (3) The militant 

leftist urge which clamoured for immediate act,on was 
impartial alike of Gandhiji’s moral scruples and the 
Constitutionalists' political illusions both of which 
barred the way to a mass struggle. The congress policy, 
therefore, was wavering and uncertain. 

On September 14, 1939, the Working Committee 
rejected Gandhiji’s plea for unconditional moral support 
to Britain and asserted that the war was being con¬ 
ducted on imperialist lines to consolidate imperialism. 
It proceeded to ask the British Government to declare 
its war-aims and as a bargain for concessions directed 
the Congress members to keep away from the Central 

Legislature. It did not stop to reflect that to wait for 
the Chamberlain Government to define war-aims 
satisfactorily was to wait for the wolf to go vegetarian. 


The Viceroy was instructed to interview Indian 
Leaders and he discovered fully fifty-two of them only 
to end up with an offer of a “consultative body” to be 
chosen by himself out of panels to be framed by the 
different parties. Even the Working Committe was 
then forced to call upon the Congress Ministers to 


resign (October, 1939). 

The Congress leadership now waited in inaction 
for the next six rndpths, asking the people to show 
“restraint in word and deed” warning Congressmen 
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“against any hasty action in the shape of civil dis 
obedience, political strike and the like (Working 
Committee resolution, October 22, 1939), expressing a 
wish not “to take any decision precipitately (A.I.C.C. 
resolution), affirming that the “true test of prepared¬ 
ness” for civil disobedience lay in vigorous spinning and 
bringing about communal unity by personal service 
(Working Committee resolutions, November 23, 1939). 
Inevitably therefore Gandhiji, when he met the Viceroy 
in Februray, 1940, found “no prospect whatsoever of 
a peaceful and honourable settlement.” You did not 
want to start a mass movement against the imperialist 
war and that suited the British Government perfectly. 

The Ramgarh Congress ( March, 1940 ) had to 
face roused public sentiment and passed a resolution 
threatening civil disobedience. But even then Gandhiji 
declared—“Your General finds that you are not ready, 
that you are not real soldiers.” Circulars were now 
issued to weed out undesirables from the ranks of 
intending satyagrahis and to insist that all active satya- 
grahis must spin regularly and wear khaddar habitually. 
All the time Government repression was striking down 
congress militants systematically. An incomplete list of 
acts of repression covers fully 24 pages of the Indian 
Annual Register, 1940 

The fall of France in the summer of 1940 renewed 
the constitutionalists’ dreams of a settlement. As a 
move in the bargain, the Working Committee turned 
away from Gandhiji’s strict non-violence and acknow- 



ill } 


tedgedthe necessity of force in dealing with interna 

Offer of conditional co-operation from the A l. C. C, 

t l ee>l \ from the Viceroy only the Declaration 

however evoked from th ^ ^ enlarged Executive 

of August 1940 w l lOP g ry Committee. The gap 
Council and a W “ and British "concessions" 

between the national demands . ^ y£ar had 

naturally remained unbridga 

now gone by since the Imperialist War began. 

7 ? "• io c ut °; P ssr ^ 

a aSi?u a gh thl demand for an immediate mass struggle 
was turned down. Gandhiji met the Viceroy again and 
put forth a demand for liberty to carry on ant.-war 
propaganda "to tell the people of India not to join the 
war effort.” The Ramgarh demand for complete 
independence and a Constituent Assembly on the basts 
of adult suffrage was being whittled down to a limited 
demand for verbal opposttion to the war. Gandhiji was 

frank enough to proclaim "the immediate issue is not 

independence. The immediate issue is,...the right of 
self-expression.” He complained against the Viceroy s 
refusal of the request as if that was unexpected. 


The plan of action now adopted was symbolic 
? city agr aha or restricted individual civil disobedience to 
be started by Shri Vinobha Bhafce with an anti-war 
speech. Satyagrahis were carefully selected, and they 
were to notify the police in advance where and when 
they jvere going to break Defence of India rules. They 
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weie of course arrested in advance and did not even 
come in contact with the people to whom they were to 
preach the moral anti-war sentiment. All this delicate 
courtesy was lost on the Government which by the end 
of the year had put the bulk of the leadership under 
arrest. Repression had already smashed the militant 
left before the gentlemanly symbolic satyagraha had 
even begun. And all this happened when as yet the war 
was merely consolidating imperialism, when there was 
no peril to India, and when the people was looking up 
for a lead to you who refused to lead, refused to reply 
on the strength of the people, and put your faith in a 
change of heart of the rulers. It was a national shame. 

Communist Policy and Practice 

Meanwhile, the Communist Party was illegal ever 

since 1934. Our weekly organ, the National Front. 

started during the days of the Congress Ministries, was 

suppressed with the outbreak of war. But in the very 

first number of our illegal organ, the Communist 

( November, 1939 ), we placed before the people our 

analysis of the war in the resolution of our Political 
Bureau. 

The war that is raging in Europe today is not a 
war of Democracy against Fascism. It is an Imperialist 
ar Chamberlain and Daladier are using the anti- 
ascist sentiment of the people to pursue their imperial- 
st aims, to entrench Fascism in their own countries, 
evolutionary utilisation of the war crisis for the 
achievement of National Freedom-this is the central 
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task before the national forces m the New Period. ... 
Thus opens up the perspective of transformation of 
imperialist war into a war of national liberation. This 
perspective must be brought before the enure national 

movement. ...Imperialism would try above all «o keep 

the main body of the national forces out of strugg 
'conciliating' the national leadership-the leadership 
the National Congress. For that purpose, however. 
Imperialism is not prepared to make any major cohes ¬ 
ion political or economic even to the national b - 

geolsie .It relies on the weakness of our national 

g f pqr of a mass movement. ...Even if 

«—* rjsss 

launch struggle its attempt would be to restrict the 
launch st tQ use it as a weapon of 

scope of the strugg however that 

compromise. ...It mart be-.cleary ^ ^ acquire 

the movement against war ana . . , 

national dimensions and be really effective only when 

it is led by Congress.” 

We defined therefore our main objective as the 
effort to move the Congress itself towards struggle- 
We criticised the C. S. P. and the Forward Bloc 
which advocated immediate individual Satyagraha on 
the one hand. On the other, we condemned M. N. 
Roy’s line of support to British Imperialism. We saw 
in our demand on you to lead a mass struggle, the 

shortest route to our liberation. 

We put our policy into practice. (1) We con¬ 
ducted widespread anti-war propaganda. 90.000 workers 
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participated in our anti-war political protest strike on 
Octobei 2, 1939, in Bombay. (2) In industrial areas 
we organised strike waves—like the forty day strike in 
Bombay 1940, affecting 150,000 men. (3) We launched 
anti-war propagrnda campaign under the slogan-'na ek 
pai na ek bhai’ (not a pie, nor a brother for the Govern¬ 
ment'). (4) We roused the peasants against oppression 
as III Kayyur where four of our comrades, were 
subsequently hanged. (5) Inspite of the arrest of most 
of our leaders, the party carried on its work and 
demonstrated its worth as a New Party, which could 
combine secret disciplined organisation with legal 
heroic mass activity, (6) We resisted Subhas Bose’s 
move for a rival Congress as disruptive of national 
umty though !t needed some courage to stand up to 
Bose ,n Bengal. We had no illusions that a sectional 
group could start a national struggle. And yet you 

now suggest that our Party under-rates the role of the 
Congress. 

Whenever we used methods that went beyond 
those that the Congress had sanctioned, we never 
used the name of the Congress but did it all under the 
banner of our party. This is in striking contrast to the 

fo°rm 8 l S ° me y ° Ur present - da y followers. In the 

po cv ofTe e C We Went , bey ° nd th£ ° fficially auctioned 

policy of the Congress but at that time no one thought 

of presenting us with a charge-sheet. bought 

vou d]d 0 nn C r 0Uld IT ^ S ° Consistent as we were because 

you did not see the character of the war so clearly as 

we did. Your followers felt that Britain’s difficulty 
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was India's opportunity. You thought the longer 

you could sit tight on the mass influence of Con i e, 

the sooner will Britain's difficult.es make ejn 
• u fpll to Pandit Nehru to reconcile the twc 

yeld. fell words for which he has 

contrary pulls m the ring ^ themselves chan ge 

nothing, hTyWy sound good. Our people left with 
""vacant mind and noth.ng to do. fell to g oatmg ove 
Hitler's victories. National sentiment began to exr «•- 
SS in ignorant and d.stored forms not heroic bu 
slavish, not democratic but pro-fascst. A g.eat 
opportunity was lost. 


SECOND PHASE OF THE WAR-PEOPLE'S WAR 
Why People’s War ? 

In 1941 took place two decisive events. Hitler's 
attack on the USSR C June 1 brought England and 
America into line with the Soviet. 

Japan's entry into the war ( December ) threaten¬ 
ed the entire East with fascist enslavement to replace 
existing imperialist domination. Both India's frontiers 
W ere in imminent danger. The designs on India re¬ 
vealed in Mein Kamp and the Tanaka memorandum 
were about to materialise in the world fascist strategy 
of a pincer drive on India. We came to the conclusion 
that this was an entirely new situation demanding a 
new policy, new strategy, new tactics to achieve our 

liberation. 
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The new situation meant that only two alterna¬ 
tives faced the entire world. Fascism or Freedom. We 
felt that Hitler-Fascism had rung its own death knell 
and it was also the death knell of world imperialism. 

You did not believe that the defeat of Fascism was now 
assured. 

Secondly, we saw the new prospect for humanity 
that opened with the Soviet entry into war, because as 
a people s power, the Soviet in its own interest was 
bound to play a liberationist role smashing alike Hitler’s 

dream of domination and the Anglo-American dream 
of a restoration of the pre-war status quo if only the 
people in every country rose to the occasion. Many of 
you took it for granted that Soviet resistance would 
collapse because you did not really believe that the 
Soviet was a power of a new type, that its strength lay 
in Socialism, the seed born out of the grand old tree of 
Liberty under which you yourselves stand. You took the 
Anglo-Soviet alliance as Stalin’s surrender to Churchill. 
Where is Stalin today and where Churchill? 

Thirdly, we foresaw the certainty of the subjugat¬ 
ed peoples of Europe rising against their Fascist ensla¬ 
vers, getting inspiration and aid from USSR, refusing 
any longer to be tools of Anglo-American imperialists. 
You thought they were doomed either to remain under 
Fascist slavery or to return to Anglo-U. S. hegemony. 
Where today are the emigre Polish Government, King 
Peter and Mihailovitch of Yugoslavia, Italy’s Badoglio. 
and Darlan and Petain of France ? 
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We said that the war was now a people’s war be¬ 
cause of the regrouping of forces and the changed pro¬ 
spects before the world. In the imperialist phase, the 
war was leading to domination over peoples. In the new 
phase, we foresaw the liberation of peoples, and Europe 
and China have been liberated. The forces of freedom 

are stronger today than ever before. We did not pro¬ 
mise automatic liberation, for the degree of liberation 
in each country was bound to depend on the unity and 
the strength of each people. An opportunity of course 
has to be grasped and liberation naturally does not 

drop from the skies. 

We made a sharp distinction between the peoples 
and their rulers. We pictured the Western imperia¬ 
list rulers as no longer making history but being yoked 
to its chariot and driven over the new course of the 
people’s war. You ignored the distinction in your 

suspicion that we are Soviet agents. 

In the perspective of the new situation, we 
defined our new strategy in the illegally published 
resolution of our Political Bureau (December 15, 1941) 
as the key slogan of “Make the Indian People play a 
people’s role in the People’s War’’. Our illegal 
pamphlet Forward to Freedom ( February, 1942 ) 
clarified the new issues and the new outlook. We 
saw in the new situation a new and unprecedented 
opportunity before our country. “The path of India’s 

liberation lies in taking India’s war in India’s hands- 

It is the greatest common task - - - - to take the fate of 
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our country out of imperialist hands”. (Forward to 
Freedom). We summed up the entire task of our 
people in three simple slogans—smash the stalemate, 
assert national unity, mobilise the masses for defence. 
Who can say that in the new situation we did not 
think in terms of the freedom of our country ? 


Congress Recognition of Two Camps in the War. 


You were released in December, 1941. and many 
of you promptly recognised that the situation had 
changed and India was in peril. “There is also no 
doubt that progressive forces of the world are aligned 
with the group represented by Russia, China, America 
and England . (Pandit Nehru’s Press Conference, 
December 8, 1941). “The Working Committee must 
nevertheless take into full conside ation the new world 
situation that has arisen by the development of the 
war into a world conflict and its approach to India.” 
(Working Committee Resolution, December 30, 19411 


Discordant notes were of course sounded by the 
CSP (Purushottamdas Tricomdas’s Press Statement, 
December 6. 1941) and by the Forward Bloc fSarat 
osc s message to a Bihar Conference, November 1, 

, * ,^ Ut n ° body pa *d serious attention to the 

Leftists’ who had done nothing serious in the earlier 
phase of the war. 


But whiJe Nehru bemoaned the fate of the Soviet 
autiful words, none of you took the trouble of an 
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. • ,,, . f| j v 0 f the new situ.ition. Hence 

obiective sellout stuuv 01 

5 ou misunderstood our stand as indented above and 
persevered in the blind zigzag policy to be recounted 
later on. Still even your August Resolut.on acknow¬ 
ledged the shift in the world situation though you 
have ceased to refer to it now. The term Peoples 
War' is like a red rag to the average Congressman 

today. 

The ordinary uncr.t.cal understanding in our 
country has traditionally 

adVentUr % ITpJ l ro revolt if the rulet , oppre- 
concern h ^ obvious nonsense in such 

SS1 Sb But in the context of twentieth century 

possibilities and development of historic forces, should 
we not call such elementary spontaneous reaction as 

the persistence of a mediaeval outloo . 

The Congress has spoken in modern terms 
about world imperialism, world democracy, world 
peoples, struggle. Are these mere words, proposed by 
Nehru, acquiesced in by the rest of you ? That you 
thinking of a world war in outmoded mediaeval 

terms 'is borne out by your charge sheet against us. 


What is it that you can quarrel with in our charac¬ 
terisation of the second phase of the war except 

quarrel with the phrase 'People's War'? We pointed 

out that "the defence of the colonial countries cannot 
be and will not be organised by the imperialist rulers. 
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It is the national movement of the colonial peoples 
that has to rise to its full stature”. (Forward to Freedom.) 
We affirmed that National Government is a vital 
necessity, the key demand of the people”. ( People's 
VJar July 5, 1942). Whatever difference there was 
between you and us was over tactics, about the 
respective methods of achieving National Government. 
To turn round now and charge us for characterising 
the war as “People’s War” is to charge history, not us. 

Misrepresentation of Our Attitude towards War- 
Efforts and the People. 

You take it for granted that we sought to tie our 
people to the chariot of imperialist efforts to win the 
war. On April 12, 1942, Pandit Nehru declared at a 
press conference-“We are not going to embarass the 
British war-effort in India or the effort of our American 
friends who may come here. We want production to 
go on at full speed ahead”. In the Allahabad Working 
Committee (April-May, 1942), Pandit Nehru said “We 
do not embarass the British war-effort because that in 
itself would mean aid to the invader”. And Pandit 
Pant remarked—' We must do our utmost to defend 
the country and swallow many things”. Now listen to 
what we said on the subject — 

India s effort to be worthy of the Indian nation 
must be directed and planned by a National Govern¬ 
ment and not bv the present foreign, government”. 
(Forward to Freedom , page 53). “Do we say that our 
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support to the war. means supporting the war-effoits 
as they are ? No \ that is the attitude of the traitor 
Roy. The character of the war has changed but not 
the character of the war-efforts in our country...We 

take a positive attitude towards the war efforts.We 

co-operate where it is in the people’s interest to do so, 
we resist where it is demanded by people s interests”. 

(Forward to Freedom , page 65). 

Gandhiji’s draft resolution for the Allahabad 
Working Committee, 1942, envisaged non-co-opera¬ 
tion both with the British and the Japs. The 
Working Committee changed it to envisage non-co- 
operation only against the Japs. Even the August 
Resolution gave no clear call to the people not to assist 
the war in any manner. When you called for the 
formation in 1942 of the Peoples' Volunteer Brigade, 
most of you explained that it would co-operate in civil 
defence, fight panic, keep peace among the people. 
You will find more Communists than Congressmen in 
the lists of political workers arrested for resisting 
forcible collection of war loans and of men who saved 
peasant property from commandeering or secured due 
compensations for requisition. We maintain that we 
do not suffer by comparison. 


In war time, any social activity may technically 
be called war-effort. We judged every single issue in 
terms of the interests of our own people. Co-operation 
or non-co-operation was to us secondary* 
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We refused to join the National War Front of 
the Government. In areas threatened with invasion 
we formed People's Defence Committees in the same 
spirit in which Shri Bardoloi appealed to the Govern¬ 
ment to let him and the Congress do what we were 
already doing. We formed People’s Food Committees 
but it was only in the later deepened economic crisis 
that our comrades entered the Advisory Committees on 
food and cloth. 

National Defence through National Government 
through National Unity. 

If you cared to understand the meaning of‘People’s 
War , you would have seen that we desired just what 
you did. Only we were more consistent and realistic. 

\ ou are inclined to argue that it was not a 

people’s war for us so long as we were not free. We 

reply that it was a people s war for us also because our 

freedom could not be won by fighting against the war 

any longer but only through our people participat¬ 
ing in it. 

Did our practical policy go against national aims 

or Congress policy ? We emphasised the defence 

of our country, but if you re-read your old speeches 

you will find the running theme of the peril to the 
country. 

Some argued that India is only a British colony. 
We replied that to see only this was to think like a 
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British slave for India is our sacred motherland We 
were with vou in considering our central task to be 
the achievement of National Government of National 
Defence. Why do you now black out the fact of our 
support to the central demand of the Congress? 

Against the CSP and Forward Bloc cry that an 

interim National Government was a surrender to British 
Imperialism and a liberal compromise we justified your 

stand as “a way forward” and not a climb down W 
supported your plea that there was no effective defence 
of India without National Government. But unfortu¬ 
nately you calculated that the longer you withheld 
co-operation, the sooner National Government would 

be conceded 

The mass of Congressmen argued that there was 
nothing to do till the British granted National Govern¬ 
ment We condemned helplessness or gloating over 
Jap victories and conducted a mass campaign for anti- 
Jap resistance and against panic. The orthodox argu¬ 
ment against any co-operation with defence measures 
was how will then the bureaucracy yield to the demand 
for National Government ? Our answer was that you 
admit that the alien Government cannot defend us and 
then leave all defence measures in the same hands ; 
obviously something is wrong in such thinking. 

We explained that passivity was playing into 
British hands. The Imperialist policy was (i) interna¬ 
tionally to brand the Congress as pro-fascist and defea- 
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tist, and (ii) internally, to provoke the people so that 
the spontaneous resistance to coercion might be utilised 
as evidence for the slander campaign abroad. It 
was clear that the old ways of fighting the British would 
in the new context, be merely playing into their hands. 

We maintained that it was now possible to force 
the Government to yield as the international pressure 
of the awakened peoples for an Indian settlement was 
increasing and the freedom urge of our entire people 
could be canalised in forging a national agreement 
among our major parties behind our central demand for 
an immediate National Government. The longer the 
delay in such an agreement, the more insistent would 
be the imperialist defence “to whom can we transfer 
power ?” 

We advocated a war policy which would line us 
up with the camp of all progressive peoples in the world 
and a national policy which will through national unity 
decisively turn the table on British Imperialism. We 
tried to think in terms of common interests and com¬ 
mon dangers turning away from all prejudices and 
traditional catchwords. How could you identify our 
war policy with British interests and say with your Sub¬ 
committee that we threw our full weight on the side of 
the Government ? This is worse than a slander, it is a 
suppression of truth itself. 
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BLIND ZIGZAG TOWARDS AUGUST 

Fumbling Bourgeois Liberalism 

Missing either a unified or a comprehensive 

j !• dn f changed character of the war, you 

understanding of the changeu , pr , ir 0 i eC ing 

could only b.se your analysis on a purely eclectic piecing 
together of the immediate military events. Your gu 
ini thought was still the old expectation that the more 
Britain gets into trouble, the more she is likely to yield. 
For you, the first change of the period was that you be- 
caml more hitter against the British as they failed to 
oblige you bv fitting in to this theory. Your secon 

change was to threaten the Government with a mass 
struggle, a policy you had religiously avoided m the im- 

perialist war period. 

- This is just beyond understanding on the plane of 

*1 nno • then the war was far away ; now, 
rommon sense alone , men, 

it was on our very doorstep. The British bureaucrats 
of course just jumped at this opportunity. They could 
now tell the world that from being pro-Brmsh you were 
becoming pro-Jap just because the British were losing 
for the time being. The moral was that power could 
not be transferred to such persons as you. Your threat 

provided the British rulers with a much needed moral 

armour to hide their selfish imperialist aim of refusing 
to settle with you. 


Your calculations all proved wrong. The more 
the British lost, the more they slandered you. They 
were selti-h, but you were blind. 
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Your militant new policy was neither modern nor 
militant, (i) It was based on the traditional liberal 
outlook that the British Government would listen one 
day. Cii) It was not based on any faith in our people 
as the maker of its own destiny. Your outlook was 
based on bourgeois illusions and you reasoned by 
instinct. You began with wanting to defend the 
country and ended by threatening to blow up the same 
defence Was this either logic or commonsense 7 

The idea that the people could be roused to 
intervene in defence measures and force popular 
co-operation on the bureaucracy never came to you. 
The idea of people’s unity, of winning the support of 
the second greatest political organisation in the country, 
was not seriously countenanced by most of you. Ou? 
young Party alone saw the need of making the people 

self-reliant, of confronting imperialist intransigence 
with an effective challenge. 


On your release in December, 1941. you were in 

u d ,Cm : a ' Y ° U 7 gUe 'y f *“ changed new situation 
but on the one hand the Government md.cated no 

2ss of th ^ ° n tHe ° ther ’ th£ ^“'British bitter- 

ToJJ ‘"active people was leading to a slavish 

g ting over Axis victories which was contrary to the 

P oud traditions of our national movement. Acute 

differences now arose within the Congress leadership 
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Neutrality Versus Non-Belligerency 

Gandhiji felt that the “war is not likely 

to end in a decisive victory for any party”. ( Ilanjan , 

June 7. 1942). He saw nothing to choose between the 

two camps and advocated neutrality. His policy was 
the symbolic opposition to war on the ethical plane. 
Sardar Patel, Acharya Kripalani, Babu Rajendra Prasad, 
Dr. Profulla Ghosh and others supported this line. 


Pandit Nehru led the other group—the non¬ 
belligerency group which included Maulana Azad, 
Pandit Pant, Mr. Asaf All. Their stand boiled down to 
"we would like to fight on the side of the United 
Nations but we will fight only if we get freedom . 


At Bardoli (December. 1941), the first group 
agreed to let the second try out its policy. You 
therefore greeted the Soviet and the Chinese people 
and your resolution recognised the new world situation 
and the peril to India and gave unconditional moral 
support to the United Nations. You said however 
that “subject India” could not offer “voluntary or 
willing help”. The Bardoli Resolution said in effect 
chat the peril is ours but the war is theirs. 


At the Wardha A. I. C. C. (January, 1942) 
Babu Rajendra Prasad expressed his group’s adherence 
to the Bardoli Resolution thus—“It is politically wrong 
in our opinion to involve the country in war at this 
time...We realise .at the same time that by merely 
passing this resolution we are not called upon to take 
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up arms today.” This^was because there appeared little 
chance ot the Government making a declaration in 
favour of Indian independence. 

Divided in two trends you decided to unite on a 

policy ot waiting till the British Government would 
make a move. 

The Cripps Interlude 

The Imperialist Fiasco in Malaya and 
Burma and the anti-fascist stand of Nehru roused 
democratic opinion which compelled Churchill to send 
Cripps to negotiate in India. You jumped to the con¬ 
clusion that Churchill was in such a tight corner that he 
must secure India’s help and had no escape. You forgot 
Lenin's warning that "there is always a way out" for a 
ruling class in a crisis unless the people sealed it up 
We wanted the Congress and the League to face 
Cripps unitedly because both faced a common danger, 
both desired to take over power. But you were 
confident of a unilateral settlement. 


Instead of uniting with your brother, you were 

extremely reasonable with Cnpps and bargained with 

him. And London did not fail to pull Cripps back. 
H.s parting comment was that different Indian leaders 
had come to see him repeatedly, but they would not 
cross the road to see each other and unite 


Nehru was 
as Linlithgow hid 


annoyed and puzzled by Cripps even 
surprised Gandhiji with his unre- 
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asonableness in the earlier phase of the| wa^ He 
had a dim realisation that the Imperialist pol cy was to 
provoke the Indian people. He warned against he 

trap in a press «-*«««, 

issiies before t e a bout them jn terms 

sponsible person can talk u & 11 > 

of bitter reaction to events’ . 

After the Cripps fiasco, your unity patchedl up.at 
Wardta (January. 1942) began to disintegrate Nehru 

talked of-how to organ.se our own wa -effort . He 
said "It may be we would have to take up guerilla 
fare My general advice is; Do not submit or 
sin render, do not give supplies, non-co-operate with the 
aggressor, embarass him in every way^ Fighting will be 
d Z e by the armed forces” 1 Bombay Chromcle 
' ADril 13 1942). Rajaji attempted to solve the interna 
problem of unity by openly advocating the acceptance 
of Pakistan as "a necessary evil . He urged the 
Congress to make a grand gesture of self-abnegation. 
The neutrality group revived its independent activity, 
that the other group had met with Cripps, rebuff. 
Gandhiji remarked in the Harlan, April 26, 1942-1 
m therefore, not perturbed by the ‘apostasy' either 
of Jawabarlal or Raiaji. They will return to non¬ 
violence with renewed zest, stengthened by the 
failure of their effort”. 

At the Allahabad meeting of the Working 
Committee and the AICC (April-May, 1942) came a 
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sharp clash between the two groups and then a com¬ 
promise. 

Clash and Patchwork Unity 


At Allahabad, Gandhiji’s draft resolution implied 
the following —(1) ‘Japan’s quarrel was not with 
India . (2' The British and Allied army must at once 

withdraw from our country. (3) If Japan attacks us, 
we must non-co-operate non-violently with her. 
(4) Meanwhile we must not assist the British in any 
active manner. Pandit Nehru led the opposition 
by saying—“Japan is an imperialist country. Conquest 
of India is their plan. If Bapu’s approach is accepted 
we become passive partners of the Axis Powers. This 
approach is contrary to the Congress policy”. We 
have to quote from the hated Tottenham pamphlet on 
Congress responsibility because no other record is 
available and you have not contradicted it. 


Sardar Patel lined up with one side. “I have 

placed myself in the hands of Gandhiji.In 

Bardoli it was made clear that the door was open and 
our sympathies were with the Allies. It is time the 
door is finally closed after the repeated insults heaped 
upon us.” On the other side Maulana Azad asked 
p ainti\ely What is our position ? Shall we tell the 
Bnt.sh Government to go and allow the Japanese and 
Germans to come or do,we want .the British Govern¬ 
ment to stay and stem the new aggression ?” 




C 31 ) 


The issue was not thrashed out. At a preliminary 
voting, seven Working Committee members and five 
invited voted for Gandhiji’s amended draft ; four 
members and two invitees supported the Nehru stand. 
But eventually the majority yielded to Nehru and the 
resolution adopted in return conceded that a free 
India might decide to keep out of the war. Unanimity 
was secured but it was to be a patch-work unity. 
Rajaji’s Pakistan line was turned down by all his 

colleagues. 

At the Allahabad AICC our illegal Party gave 
a courageous positive line in our draft resolution 
entitled—“All-in National Unity for All-out People’s 
Resistance to the Jap Aggressors We advocated 
a practical line for Congress to take the 
initiative. We formulated a concrete definition 
of the principle of self-determination and urged 
the Congress to accept the right of every 
nationality in India to form an autonomous state with 
the right of secession. "Unite the people and force a 
settlement"—said Dr. Ashraf on our behalf. Neither 
the neutrality nor the non-belligerency group would 
listen to us or rise above prejudices against the League, 
abstract principles or old habits 
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THE AUGUST RESOLUTION 

‘Quit India* and the Duality of the New Stand 

Gandhiji was now more bitter and more inpatient 
than was usual with him. He put forth his demand of 
Quit India’ and argued in the Harijan —“If the British 
left India to her fate, as they had to leave Singapore, 
nonviolent India would not lose anything. Probably, 
the Japanese would leave India alone”. Again, “the 
Nazi power has risen as nemesis to punish Britain for 
her sins.”—On the other hand. Pandit Nehru was 
puzzled and annoyed and was complaining—“I do not 
know what to do, but am moving about impelled by a 
sense of restlessness”. But as late as July 3, 1942, he 
asserted—“We do not want the Germans or the 
Japanese to come to India. We will fight them with 
or without arms”. 

The Government knew that as long as Nehru 
spoke in this vein, it was difficult for them to isolate 
Congress from world progressive opinion and crush the 
movement: It followed therefore a policv of provoca¬ 
tion and significantly enough in Pandit Nehru’s own 
province, repression was let loose. The plan was 
obviously to stir up anti-British sentiment in Congress 
ranks, to provoke Pandit Nehru to line up with the 
other group, to brand the entire Congress leadership 
as pro-fascist and defeatist in the eye of the world. 

You walked into the imperialist trap. The 
Ward ha Woiking Committee (July, 1942) revised the 
Allahabad stand and drew up a new formula of 
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compromise unity. Gandhijiwas prevailed upon to agree 
to put his case for British withdrawal not as the 
freedom demand of a neutral India but as the urgent 
need of anti-fascist India. He also agreed to the 
“stationing of the armed forces of the allies in India. ... 
in order to ward off and resist Japanese or other 
aggression." In return, Panditji was prevailed upon 
to agree to a threat of mass struggle to enforce the 
national demand. After Bardoli and Allahabad, it 
was now the turn of the Nehru group to yield to the 

other section. 


How could Pandit Nehru agree to a struggle in 
1942 after all he had said in the past six months? 
The only explanation is that like the rest of you, he 
thought that the mere threat of a very big struggle 
would bring the Imperialists down to their knees. To 
reassure the critics and friends in India and outside, 
he saw that the progressive first part of the resolution 
for the AICC was further strengthened. National 
Government was bluntly posed primarily as an urgent 
need of the Allied cause. Its primary function was 
to be “to defend India and resist aggression with all 
the armed as well as the non-violent forces at its 
command, together with its Allied Powers”. Anxiety 
was expressed “not to embarass in any way the 
defence of China or Russia, whose freedom is precious 
and must be preserved or to jeopardise the defensive 
capacity of the United Nations”. And yet the 
threat was held out of “a mass struggle on the widest 
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possible scale” which was welcome to Axis gangsters 
and Imperialist plotters. 

The fatal duality of the resolution was clear for 
all the world to see. The first part logically dictated a 
different course of action than the second. The 
threat of struggle was based on illusions about Imperia¬ 
list conscience and ignorance of its policy. Would 
not Churchill rather see India in Jap hands with 
chances of retaking the country than give India to 
Indian hands and lose it altogether? You were too 
much in the deadly grip of old ideas, old policies, old 
habits of thought and actions. You followed tradi¬ 
tional modes of action in a new situation. And you 
passed a resolution whose duality gave the Imperialists 
their chance to throw the country into a crisis. You 
were not leading the nation. You were being led into 
bitterness and despair. 

Our Warning and Appeal 

1 he first part of the August Resolution pleased 
all progressives. The second part pleased the Japs, 
witness their radio broadcasts, and suited those of 
your followers who were losing faith in the democratic 
cause, identifying the people with their imperialist 
rulers, and regarding the war as mere power politics. 

In our issue of the People’s War July 26, 1942, 
we addressed an Open Letter to the Working 
Committee entitled—“Yes, Fight! but Whom and 
How ? We said—“Is it not plain enough that to start 
your struggle’ is just to play the game of the Imperia- 
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lists?--They will.... sanctimoniously declare that 
it is their unfortunate duty to be able to save India 

from the Fascist invaders.It is your historic 

responsibility to organise our people for national 
resistance. And here you would leave them leader¬ 
less and at the mercy of the mad bureaucrats. 

Did those who supplied you with quotations 
from the ‘Peoples War give you this quotation ? 

We appealed to you-“The only strength we 
have is our national unity. That is our shield and our 

swor d.You have to take the initiative to forge 

national unity for National Government. This is the 
course that at once liquidates the British hold over 
us and enables us to put up an effective resistance to 
the Fascist.invaders”. 

You rejected our proposal for Self-Determination. 
Your first illusion was that if the British can be made 
to settle with you, the rest would fall in line. Your 
second illusion was that the threat of mass struggle 
itself would act as the best screw on the British, so 
that you did not even make preparations for the 
struggle. Some of you had the third illusion that 

even if settlement did not come, “a short and swift 

struggle” will bring victory. Our Party alone did not 
share any of your illusions and our warning came true 

to the very letter. 

The August Resolution and Our Amendments 

A lot of dirt is thrown at us that we opposed 
the Bombay AICC resolution in August, 1942. We 
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fully agreed with the opening paragraphs and the bulk 
of the body of the Resolution. To the paragraphs on 
the transfer of power and to the operative clause, 
we moved two amendments to clarify our stand. 
Here are the relevant texts :— 


On Transfer of Power 


Official Resolution 

This constitution, acc¬ 
ording to the Congress 
view, should be a federal 
one, with the largest me¬ 
asure of autonomy for the 
federating units, and with 
the residuary powers vest¬ 
ing in these units. 


Communist Amendment 

This Constitution, acc¬ 
ording to the Congress 
view, should be a federal 
one in which every feder¬ 
ating unit, comprising of 
more or less homogeneous 
sections of the Indian 
people, having a con- 
tiguousl territory as the 
homeland to which it 
is attached by historical 
tradition, having common 
language, culture and 
psychological make-up and 
common economic life, 
would have the right as an 
equal and free member to 
autonomous statehood ac¬ 
companied by the right of 
secession from the federa¬ 
tion. 
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Operative Clause 


The AICC would yet 
again, at this last moment, 
in the interest of world 
freedom, renew this appeal 
to Britain and the United 
Nations. But the Com¬ 
mittee feels that it is no 
longer justified in holding 
the nation back from end¬ 
eavouring to assert its will 
against an imperialist and 
authoritarian Government 
which dominates over it 
and prevents it from func¬ 
tioning in its own interest 
and in the interest of 
humanity. 

The Committee re¬ 
solves therefore, to sanc¬ 
tion for the vindication of 
India’s inalienable right to 
freedom and indepen¬ 
dence. the starting of a 
mass struggle on non-vio¬ 
lent lines on the widest 
possible scale so that the 
country might utilise all 
the non-violent strength 


The AICC would yet 
again, at this last moment, 
in the interest of world 
freedom renew this appeal 
to Britain and the United 
Nations. But the Com¬ 
mittee feels no longer 
justified in holding to 
policies of inaction and 
passivity and that it must 
now take initiative in 
building the United Na¬ 
tional Front of parties 
and sections of the people 
who want to secure India’s 
immediate freedom to meet 
the present peril and who 
are prepared to participate 
in or support the forma¬ 
tion of a Provisional Na¬ 
tional Government, which 
will undertake the organi¬ 
sation of armed as well as 
non-violent people’s de¬ 
fence against the fascist 
aggressors in closest co¬ 
operation with the 
United Nations and their 
armies. 
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it had gathered during the 
last 22 years of peaceful 
struggle. Such a struggle 
must inevitably be under 
the leadership of Gandhiji 
and the Committee re¬ 
quests him to take the 
lead and guide the nation 
in the steps to be taken. 

The Committee appeals 
to the people of India to 
face the dangers and hard¬ 
ship that will fall to their 
lot with courage and end¬ 
urance and to hold to¬ 
gether under the leader¬ 
ship of Gandhiji and carry 
out his instructions as dis¬ 
ciplined soldiers of Indian 
freedom. They must re¬ 
member that non-violence 
is the basis of the move¬ 
ment. A time may come 
when it may not be possi¬ 
ble to issue instructions 
or for instructions to 
reach our people, and 
when no Conge ess com¬ 
mittees can function. 
When this happens, every 


The Committee there¬ 
fore, resolves:— 

(1) That it is abso¬ 
lutely essential in this hour 
of grave emergency to 
achieve all-in national 
unity for the purpose of 
forging mass sanctions to 
secure the end of British 
domination and the ins¬ 
tallation of a Provisional 
National Government, and 
with this end in view 
decides to make an earnest 
effort to effect agreement 
and joint front with the 
Muslim League. That the 
Congress is pledged to 
such a Federal Constitu¬ 
tion of a free and united 
India as would guarantee 
to the federating units 
based on territories with 
more or less homogeneous 
population, with common 
historical tradition, langu¬ 
age, culture, psychological 
make-up, and common 
economic life, autonomous 
statehood with the right 
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man and woman, who is 
participating in this move¬ 
ment, must function for 
himself or herself within 
the four corners of the 
general instructions issued. 
Every Indian who desires 
freedom and strives for 
it must be his own guide 
urging him on along the 
hard road where there is 
no resting place and which 
leads ultimately to the in¬ 
dependence and deliver¬ 
ance of India. 

Lastly, while the AICC 
has stated its own view 
of the future governance 
under free India, the 
AICC wishes to make it 
quite clear to all concern¬ 
ed that by embarking on 
mass struggle, it has no 
intention of gaining power 
for the • Congress. The 
power, when it comes, 
will belong to the whole 
people of India. 


to separate, should be a 
sufficient basis for agree¬ 
ment for a united front 
and for the installation of 
a joint Provisional Na¬ 
tional Government. 

(2) That the Con¬ 
gress and the Muslim 
League having achieved 
unity should bring all 
parties in India together, 
securing the broadest 
possible support for the 
national demand and de¬ 
monstrating to the people 
of the United Nations 
that entire India stands 
united and agreed in a 
practical scheme for the 
immediate installation of a 
Provisional National Gov¬ 
ernment pledged to or¬ 
ganise armed resistance to 
the aggressors in co-opera¬ 
tion with the armies of 
the United Nations. 

(3) That simultane¬ 
ously the Congress and 
the League take initiative 
to launch a joint front 
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campaign of people's mass 
mobilisation to organise 
country-wide mass , de¬ 
monstrations and rallies 
demanding immediate 

transfer of power and the 
installation of a Provi¬ 
sional National Govern¬ 
ment, to inspire and 
instruct the masses in the 
spirit of national resistance 
to the aggressor and to 
fight pro-Jap sentiments, 
to organise joint people's 
effort to defend and pro¬ 
tect the people, coordinat¬ 
ing it with the similar 
effort of the authorities 
wherever they serve the 
interests of the people and 
resisting them where they 
are coercive. 

THE COMMUNIST STAND IN AUGUST 

Were we not entirely with you in wanting to 
achieve your declared aims in August, 1942—National 
Government and resistance to the Japs? We differed 
precisely where we thought it would be playing into 
the hand of the Japs and leaving the British on top. 
You may disagree with us but how can you say that 
we were going over tQ the British ? 
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We still think that the only way to win a National 

Government of National Defence was to go to our 

own brother organisations. V/hat fundan 

doni. there to the consistent ” f ”* 

principle of self-determination? The idea o a 

front Is no, «* to the Congress for -ho » 
den, that the Co^ ~ ^ 

“■“* t c °zz: z 

r f "fe!« b :; r = 

t» K r'd,:;.r +j> - 

ZZ7'J» in common danger and was common 

safety, honour, livelihood? 

What is necessary must be done, or men don t 
make history but history marches over them. T is 

is what our Marxism has taught us. 

We took nothing for granted more than baste 
natriotism. We wanted the Congress to declare for 

^1:::; just' s we =5 

de'clar^that freedom for all our homelands which ,t was 
A for our common mother country. You 

wTanted end of British domination. We asked you to 
rid one section of our people of the fear of dom.natton 

by another. 

We know there is a lot that is unjust in the 
League claim. But if you start by accepting the just 
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principle on which ir bases its claim, you would'be able 
to get them to agree on what you object to on the 
basis of your just principles. Having accepted the 
principle of self-determination, underlying Pakistan, 
you may turn the principle against the claim for the 
six artificial British-made provinces advanced by the 
League. Not otherwise. Having accepted the 
Muslim right to separate, you can strive to allay their 
fears and appeal to the sense of common interests 
which plays a lesser role in their consciousness so 
long as their specific demand is resisted. Unlike Rajaji 
we did not ask the Congress to swallow the ‘poison’ of 
Pakistan as a necessary evil. We wanted the Congress 
to be just and fraternal. Your generous gesture would 
have roused such a flood of goodwill that no leader 
would have dared to be petty or partisan. 

But your official August Resolution was intended 
to be a pressure not only on the British but also on the 
League. That is why Maulana Azad wanted Dr. 
Ashraf to hold back our amendments so that the League 
leaders would not know that a section in the AICC 
wanted an immediate agreement with the League. 
Pandit Nehru thundered against the League leadership 
while Gandhiji would have approached Mr. Jinnah again 
but the Government did not give him the chance. All 
this was bargaining among rivals but we wanted a settle¬ 
ment amongst brothers. 

It is also clear that most of you never meant to 
start a mass struggle. Gandhiji himself has declared that 
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he would have explored all avenues of settlement. 
There were no preparations whatsoever for struggle 
while there were threats galore. Was the struggle in 
your Resolution anything more than a threat ? Was it 
not more than likely that Gandhiji would once again have 
led you to some kind of symbolic satyagraha ? Our 
warning therefore was all the more apt and yet tragically 

enough you ignored us. 

Finally at Bombay in 1942, nobody thought that ours 
was an anti-national stand as you call it today. Gandhiji 
* paid us a compliment I congratulate the thirteen 
friends who voted against the resolution. In doing so, 
they had done nothing to be ashamed of. For the last 
twenty years we have tried to learn not to lose cour¬ 
age even when we are in a hopeless minority. It 

behoves us to cultivate this courage of conviction, for 
it ennobles man and raises his moral stature”. 

AFTERMATH OF AUGUST 

Spontaneous Upsurge and Underground Instructions 

The lead you gave in August, 1942, was not 
fighting Imperialism' but playing into its hands, not 
helping resistance to the Japs but blowing up whatever 
defences we had. The policy inevitably failed and the 
hunt began for a scapegoat which, you have now taken 
over. 

With your arrest on August 9 began the so-called 
“August Revolution” which we termed the “National 
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Crisis”. You had left no plans or instructions behind, 
the people were furious at your arrest. Their demon¬ 
strations evoked police terror. Spontaneous popular 
anger began to be turned into channels you had not 
thought of by the circulation of instructions, printed 
or cyclostyled, from secret groups. Here are some 
specimens of such instructions. 

( i ) A group of CSP leaders formed a Central 
Directorate of the Indian National Congress 
and issued “instructions from the AloC 
office”. In a leaflet to the workers on 
August 10, 1942. they said “In addition to 
stoppage of work you have to see that com¬ 
munications in any shape or form must stop, 
the foreign army must be immobilised.’ 

(ii) In a leaflet of the same date, the Forward 
Bloc said—“Make the communication of 
the blood-thirsty army of Britain impossible, 
break the black-laws of the black-out”. 

(iii) On September 7, 1942, a leaflet of the Bom¬ 
bay Congress Bulletin said—“The Congress 
call goes today from end to end—‘cut the 
veins of your tyrants and you will see him 
collapse’. We call for acts of non-violent 
sabotage against British railways in India, 
British shipping in India, British telegraph 
and telephone system in India. 

Such instructions passed off as Congress directives 
because Congress groups had been left without any 
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directions. Even Shri Mashruwallah wrote in the 
Harijan on August 25—“Cutting wires, removing rails, 
destroying small bridges cannot be objected to in a ** 
struggle like this, provided precautions are taken to 

safeguard life.The non-violent revolutionaries have 

to regard the British power in the same way as they 
would the Axis power”. And the Andhra Circular of 
Dr. Pattabhi Sitaramayya mentioned “cutting telegraph 
and telephone wires” as “not prohibited but not 
encouraged”. 

Gandhiji has now repudiated the paragraph of 
Shri Mashruwallah and the circular of Dr. Pattabhi. 
His own instructions, which you discussed on August 8, 
have now been published. In the preamble he writes— 
“The instructions were to see the light of day only on 
failure of the contemplated negotiations. The object 
of punishing the draft at present is twofold. It shows 

how my mind was running at the time.The second 

and more relevant object is to let Congress workers 
know how I would have acted at the time. I have come 
to know that my name was freely used to justify 
acts of sabotage and the like”. Bombay Chronicle, 
September 21, 1945). 

His instructions called for a hartal and 24 hour 
fast but added—“Those employed in Government 
offices, Government factories, railways, post offices, etc. 
may not participate in the hartal because our object is 
to make it clear that we will never tolerate Japanese, 
Nazi or Fascist invasion, nor British rule.” 





What - would you have done had you been out? 
Would you have acted as Gandhiji says or acted 
differently ? How then can you charge us tor not 
supporting the activities which arose out of the 
spentaneous popular upsurge often misguided by 
spurious instructions ? Why condemn us for having 
acted according to our conscience as Congressmen 
who had thought about and felt, not without reason 
that we were correctly interpreting Congress policy? 

Tottenham tried to fix the responsibility for the 
disturbances on the Congress. How can you repudiate 
him and in the same breath condemn us for not 
participating in the same disturbances? In the very 
first AICC after your release, you officially disown 
responsibility for what happened between 1942 and 
1945, and immediately afterwards you charge us for 
‘our past’ therein. Before you ask us to answer for 
our attitude towards certain activities, you should 
define the Congress policy towards such activities. 

We do want you to give your considered verdict. 
Let us place before you, phase after phase, what others 
said in the name of the Congress and we said in our 
own name. 

Communist Policy versus C.S.P. Propaganda. 

Within three hours of your arrest, P. C. Joshi 
issued his statement nailing down the Imperialists as 
the provocateurs, demanding release of leaders and 
negotiations for settlement. “Who are responsible 
for this monstrous crime against India and freedom- 
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loving .humanity ? Mr. Amery and the die-hard gang 
who have always revelled in instituting blood-baths 
for the Indian freedom movement.” You dismiss all 
this by saying that we mildly criticised British policy 
occasionally. 

The “People's War ” editorial on August 16 said— 
“They denied us National Government and now they 
are out to crush the only organised force, the Congress, 
which could unite the nation”. 

P. C. Joshi wrote in “ People's War”, August 23,— 

“India is in peril as it has never been before.At 

one end it is Repression, the struggle of the police 
against the people which no decent Indian can support. 
At the other end, it is Sabotage, the struggle of deluded 
patriots against the defence of their own country, 
which if successful will lead to fascist enslavement 

and not Indian freedom.Our appeal to all Congress 

patriots is : Turn your face anginst sabotage.Our 

appeal to all non Congress patriots.support the 

national demand, demand the release of the national 
leaders and negotiations for National Government.” 

From prison, the Chittagong Armoury Raiders 
called upon the people to stand firm against Jap raid 
Our Sylhet comrades dispersed themselves among the 
villages to see that panic and defeatism did not seize 
the peasant masses. Our Manipuri comrades carried 
on even anti-Jap resistance propaganda secretely be¬ 
cause of restrictions. From behind the bars, the 
leaders of every single terrorist case of importance in 
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the thirties sent word to us to do exactly what we were 
doing. ; 

In the danger zone in the east, the common people 
did not say that we had gone over to the British, but 
that we were rousing the people against the Japs. In 
the rest of the country, the people were apt to forget 
the Jap threat. We told them—Do not act blindly, 
hitting back for a people must not be merely an act of 
revenge but must open wide the way to freedom and 
not lead into the lap of the Japs. 

We held the majority of the working class firm. 
We did our best to prevent a general strike leading 
to a Jap invasion. We asked the workers to listen for 
themselves to the the Jap radio in their restaurants. 
The Japs were wanting three things — a revolt in the 
Indian Army, disruptions in communications, a general 
strike. We refused to be a party to the butchery of 
our people and Fascist occupation of our land. 

The C.S.P. and the Forward Bloc, on the other 
hand, used the name of the Congress to give to the 
just indignation of the people the form of an organised 
sabotage campaign—“to cut communications, to dis¬ 
locate the working of the Government machine and to 
withdraw labour from its daily work. “(Ninth August, 
editorial No. 24 of 1945) The Forward Bloc was in¬ 
effective but it did kill five of out comrades in Bengal. 


We called the August revolutionaries blind 
patriots in the first spontaneous stage of the struggle. 
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When they tried to organise sabotage, we called them 
misguided patriots. When in frustration they turned 
to a definite pro-Jap activity, we called them fifth 
column. 

We remembered Pandit Nehru’s press conference 
on April 12, 1942. when he had proclaimed—“The 
fundamental factor is the peril to India and what we 
are going to do about it.” Did the peril cease as soon 
as you, the leaders, were jailed ? Rather, did it not 
increase a hundredfold? Was not Congress policy 
based precisely on the need to defend India from this 
peril? It is because of this that we opposed sabotage 
the success of which would have pleased most the 
Japanese. 

You have glorified Ballia, Bhagalpur, Midnapur, 
Satara. Yes. there was and is plenty of heroism in 
our people. But that was not all that took place. 
As the spontaneous upsurge subsided. pro-Jap pro¬ 
paganda was made among the people. Saboteurs lost 
their links with the people and forged new links with 
professional dacoits and degenerated into gangs which 
terrorised the common people. Do you know that 
Congress leaders in Bihar after their release disowned 
such‘revolutionaries’in Purnea, Gaya. Monghyr? In 
many districts it is difficult to glorify the August 
struggle without condemning those who organised it. 
We went to the people and exposed the men who carried 
on such anti-national activity. We did not use the 
name of the Congress but told the people that such men 
were misusing its name. Hundreds of Congressmen 
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have complained of the anti-social cowardly deeds o 
these ‘revolutionaries’. If you want we can send to 
you our local comrades with full details. We have 
not so far broadcast the full story for obvious reasons. 

About a third of our student Party members are 
from the ‘August Cadre’, the patriotic youth who 
were in the struggle and were disillusioned. Those who 
left our Party because of our August policy, on the 
other hand, do not exceed ten in any province. 

We had also our positive policy. We kept our 
differences with you to be thrashed out when 3 T ° U 
came out before our people. Meanwhile, we con¬ 
centrated our fire on the Imperialists as the pro¬ 
vocateurs. Their plan was to keep you in jail for the 
duration and thus escape the formation of a National 
Government. To us the central task of the hour be¬ 
came the countrywide campaign for your release to 
foil the Government game. 

Our comrades stood between the police and the 
people. Do you know that the first patriot to be shot 
dead in Ahmedabad was the young Communist 
Umabhai Kadia who laid down his life in trying to save 
the people from a wanton police attack ? We bore 
our own shares of repression for our anti-repression 
campaign. 

The C. S. P. opposed the campaign for your re¬ 
lease and even for National Government with high 
flown demagogy. Jai Prakash Narain in his ‘Second 
Letter to all Fighters of Freedom’, proclaimed—-“Nehru 
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imprisoned is a greater problem for the Roosevelts and 
Churchills than Nehru proliferating nobly worded 
statements and casting his spell over the envoys of great 
nations.” 

\ 

The Japs promised your liberation with that of 
the country. We knew what it meant, invasion, 
temporary release for you only to face prison camp or 
the firing squad, and Fascism for India. Therefore we 
wanted to get you out first. We wanted to popularise 
self-determination among Congressmen, to rouse 
Leagures to demand your release. The provincial 
League leaders in Bihar and Bengal and any number of 
district League leaders did respond to our campaign. 

We knew that you were our foremost national 
leaders and that if you were not free there was no way 
out for our freedom movement. We were only 
doing our duty towards you and the country in the 
hope that you would do yours. 

WHY SPONTANEOUS UPSURGE PETERS OUT 

Theory of a spontaneous Revolution 

You pinned your entire faith on the theory of a 
spontaneous people’s revolution unmindful of the 
historic fact that revolutions have never happened 
exactly in that way. The August upsurge also soon 
began to fade away. 

A self-contradictory revolution spon&neously led 
to a self-condemned struggle, for how could the demand 
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for National Government for National Defence be won 
by hitting at the very means of defence? The logic of 
your demand pointed one way while the logic of your 
action led towards a contrary direction. 

The August Resolution was both anti-British and 
anti-Jap. But the more British repression ran riot, the 
more the pro-Jap feeling in the country increased till 
large sections began to look forward to a Jap invasion 
for deliverance. The post-August activities instead of 
increasing the pressure of progressive world opinion in 
our favour only confused our friends abroad. We know 
that pro-Indian progressive foreign correspondents 
began to feel that our leaders had produced a mess. 

Your followers raised the slogan—“Do or Die”, 
and carried out the strategy of ‘a short and swift 
struggle’ and yet popular enthusiasm for the struggle 
rapidly ebbed away. Within a few-weeks, the C.S.P. 
was put [to all kinds of tactics to whip up the 
enthusiasm for the struggle, but the louder they talked 
the more unreal they sounded. 

It is instructive to note how they understood 
and interpreted the failure of‘struggle’. 

“The People are Demoralised” 

The first explanation of the lack of popular re¬ 
sponse for the ‘Freedom Revolution’ which was 
manifested within a fortninght, except in a few isolated 
areas, was tWe spontaneous shift of the blame to the 
people themselves. This was later put down in black 
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and white by Jai Prakash Nara.n h imself-"While our 
people have faith in the least potent of thing, 
stones to tombstones, they have no faith ,n themselves. 

(Ninth August — August 23, 1943 ) 

The C.S.P. forgot that it is not repression that 
cows down a people but wrong polices fail to inspire 
them It is true the British terror was unprecedented 
but serious revolutionaries should have expected more 
of it. A blind leader finds fault with h.s own people 

instead of his own policy. 

Did we have to teach anti-British hatred to our 
people ? Did we need more martyrs to inspire us Are 
our people incapable of heroic resistance ? Is not 
India’s patriotic heritage the pr.de of our countrymen ^ 
If after all this the ’August revolutionaries using the 
name of the Congress failed to bring about their 
revolution, it is not obvious that there was something 
radically wrong with their policy and methods? 

People’s morale is bound to sag when they find 
that the blows they are striking are not proving 

effective. 


“We were not Organised” 


The second explanation was that the'Freedom 
Revolution’ failed for organisational and not for 
political reasons. Ram Manohar Loh.a, another C.S.P. 
leader wrote-”Let me repeat for the nth time that there 
was no plan for organisation to lead the people in their 
rebellion.” Listen to Jai Prakash Narain in his 
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pamphlet—“To all Fighters for Freedom”— “Firstly, 
there was no efficient organisation of the national 

revolutionary forces that were released..The 

lack of organisation was so considerable that even 
important Congressmen were not aware of the 
programme of the revolt, and till late in the course o 
the rising it remained a matter for debate in many 
Congress quarters whether what the people were 
doing was really in accordance with the Congress 

programme.” 

The C.S.P. did not bother to ask themselves 
whether revolution does not need a sound political 
policy, based on a correct understanding of the politi¬ 
cal situation, both national and international, and 
whether the political actions planned should not be 
such as lead the people towards the aim. The freedom 
motive was enough for these amateur revolutaionaries. 

The average Congressman is not guided by any 
political ideology. He falls a ready victim to the 
theory of ‘failure due to lack of organisation.’ In this 
theory there is room for him to express his discontent 
with your past policies and leadership as well as with 
his own failings. But life itself is sure to teach him 
the inadequacy of such explanation for the August 
failure. That is why his leaders tells him—“Don’t 
read communist literature, don't talk to a communist.” 


The anti-fascist liberation movements in Europe 
will tell him that people even under a terror much 
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worse than India has known can successfully liberate 
themselves. Terror cannot suppress a modern people s 

revolution. 


The liberation movements in the East will tell 
him that Communists are not Soviet agents but the 
best sons of their peoples. They fought not only the 
Japs but also all Imperialists attempts to restore the 

status quo. # 

The literature on the Soviet will tell him that the 
U.S.S.R. is a state of a new type, that the Soviet 
democracy is such as we would like to have in our 
country, that the Soviet solidarity springs from the 
self-determination of the different homelands. 

Step by step he will understand how anti¬ 
communism loses caste as the people’s movement 
grows, how popular political parties have to unite, 
how unity comes through the recognition of self- 
determination of all. He will then understand why 
the August movement failed, while in the same years 
other popular movements triumphed elsewhere. 

Instead of understanding the root cause of 
failure, the August leaders blamed somebody or other. 
The old leaders were blamed for leaving no organisa¬ 
tions behind. The underground leaders were blamed 
for not knowing the situation outside. The ranks 
were blamed for incompetence. One group blamed 
another. All blamed the Communists. 
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‘‘Communists betrayed Us” 

So we come to the third explanation for failure. 
On August 9. the ‘leaders’ were certain that because 
of our stand on our principles, we had dug our own 
graves and that even the working class will throw us 
overboard. An appeal to the workers from the 
A.I.C.C. office’ on August 17 said — “Revolutions do 
not wait to be timed by a silly lot of people like 
Communists who have today become British agents 
and our enemies...Forget them and get on with the 
task of making the Revolution successful.” Within a 
week they began to realise they were living in a world 
of illusions. So they turned round to accuse us of 
letting the national movement down. The easiest 
thing in the world is to put the blame on some one 
else instead of acknowledging one’s own mistake. 

We went on explaining that “sabotage of defence 
cannot be the struggle for Indian freedom. Our 
friends thought we would be isolated from the national 
patriotic opinion, our enemies thought this was the 
chance to smash us. Nothing of the sort has 
happened”. (Peoples War, December 6, 1942). We 
carried out our duty to the Congress as we understood 
it and, we were technically correct as Congressmen in 
doing what we did. We found enough popular 
response for our policy. 

Within a year from the fateful August 9, our 
Party membership went up from 4,500 to 15.500, our 
whoietimers from 1200 to 2600 All our mass organisa* 1 
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tions increased their numerical strength by 50% or 
more. Could a party whose policy and practice went 
against the national movement grow in this manner? 

FOOD OR FOOD-RIOTS ? 

Food Crisis and the Animal Theory of Revolution 

British terror only made our people more anti- 
British. The Imperialist attempt to escape a political 
settlement only produced an all-round economic crisis 
whose worst manifestation was the Bengal Famine. 

Long before anybody else we warned the country 
of the new danger. “The Government has no plan 
to solve the crisis...Our people cannot accept...the 

bureaucratic strangle-hold over people’s food.They 

must therefore mobilise their full strength against 
profiteering prices, for a popular price policy, for a 
production drive and increased food production, for a 
National Government to organise national production 
and defence”, ( B.T. Ranadive, Hands off People's Food , 
Oct. 1942). In December, 1942, we said that the key 
measures to fight the food crisis were price control 
and stock control which could be fully realised only 
under a National Government. But we did not add— 
“We can do nothing till National Government comes” 
and sit quiet. We called for the formation of All- 
Parties People's Food Committees to unearth hoards, 
to survey food needs, to fight for price control and 
rationing. We also intensified our agitation against 
deadlock and for your release. 
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The C.S.P. on the other hand saw in the food 

crisis another chance for their ‘revolution with food- 

riots as the first step. Jai Prakash Narain issued his 

instructions—“Let the hungry create a situation in 

which normal British administration becomes impossible. 

Let us tell them, not only tell but help them to do it, 

_ • • 

to seize food where they can get it.The passivity 

and despair of the hungry and needy should be turned 

• 

into resentment and anger and given concrete, active 
shape of demonstration and direct action”. ( Second 
Letter to Fighters for Freedom p. 15). Lohia wrote 
“all this cry of the Government against hoarding and 
profiteering is false...The city poor must...denounce, 
by demonstrations and occasional jail-going, this 
Government profiteering that goes under the black¬ 
mailing name of control and rationing”. ( Rebels 

Must Advance , Jan. 1944). 

I 

In reality, Government did not introduce control 
or rationing until a hue and cry was raised by the 
people. But if some were so crazy as to believe that 
revolution will come through British repression alone, 
what was fantastic about their believing that revolu¬ 
tion will come through Indian hunger? 

This is the Animal Theory of Revolution—starve 
the masses and you get a revolution. It could only 
arise in the brains of upper class snobs to whom the 
masses are unthinking animals who will not fight till 
driven by despair. It was the theory of frustrated airy 
individuals who knew neither living humanity nor 
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revolutionary history. In fact, starvation saps the 
human will and fighting capacity. 

Our Relief Policy and Practice 

We launched all our resources and workers in a 
drive for relief on a united basis. We knew that food 
riots will bring not food, but more misery, internal 
anarchy and Jap invasion. Our enemies opposed 
relief by telling older Congressmen that co-operation 
with Government was unthinkable and telling radical 
Congressmen that relief work will help the British to 
stay in power. We told the former that relief work 
was in the best traditions of the Congress itself and 
the abstract argument of co-operation and non-co-opera¬ 
tion in this context was merely a way to escape the 
immediate duty to your dying people. We explained 
to the latter that our relief campaign was a self-help 
movement which could only give the people greater 
self-confidence, solidarity and independence. The way 
to freedom was not that the people must go without 
food. And so while our critics talked of revolution, 
we worked amidst the people and roused their de¬ 
mocratic consciousness. 

We advocated rationing to ensure equitable 
distribution and control to check profiteering as 
essential wartime measures to which every country 
had resorted. To oppose rationing and control if 
these are introduced by a foreign government is the 
same thing as saying—don’t go to a school or a hospital 
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because they are run by the British. The real problem 
was that Government food measures were likely to be 
implemented through corrupt officials and greedy 
hoarders. Therefore we fought for All-Parties Food 
Committees to check malpractices and went in for mass 
mobilisation behind such Committees. Bureaucrats 
and hoarders cursed us but the people blessed us. Our 
Party press became famous for its exposure campaigns. 

Many Congressmen agreed with our food policy 
while objecting to our war policy. But to us, both 
policies sprang from the same source—our patriotic 
urge and Marxist understanding of reality. The 
popular mind was confused but it was enough for us 
if there was agreement on the immediate issue. 

Prices came to be stabilised at last on the very 
high level of two to three hundred per cent of pre¬ 
war rates. It was enough for the Imperialist bureaucracy, 
its war-economy was preserved. It was enough for the 
Indian profiteers, they could reap the profits and put 
the blame for high prices on the alien government. 

The majority of the nationalist press fell into the 
grip of the profiteers and now began the anti- 
Communist propaganda in our leading papers as a 
regular feature. They retained popularity by being 
formally anti-Government. They dulled the social 
conscience by diverting attention from Indian pro¬ 
fiteering. They misled the middle class in the interests 
of capitalists like the Birlas. 


( 61 ) 


The middle class itself largely lost its moral back¬ 
bone and countless individuals were linked up with 
official corruption or private profiteering. Everyone 
was out for himself and the old standards of social 
conduct began to collapse. Disintegration set in and 
even patriots were steeped in helplessness. But we 
struggled to stir up our social conscience and to recall 
into life the glorious heritage of our renaissance. Our 
agitators became a terror to the anti-social elements. 

We helped to organise co-operative distribution of 
cloth, kerosene, sugar. Our pride was the popular 
remark that we were doing what the Congress used to 
do. We had no illusion that we were solving the pro¬ 
blem. Our measures were only ameliorative, but at least 
they gave self-confidence and hope to the common 
people. And day in and day out, ,we related the 
economic crisis to the political deadlock and agitated for 
National Government. 

ORGANISED PRO-JAP PROPAGANDA 

Theory of the ‘Second Round 9 of Revolution 

The August upsurge had died away but its 
leaders thought themselves too great to reconsider 
their policy in the light of experience. Instead of 
seeing why they had gone wrong, they went still more 
wrong. Their new slogan was to organise the second 
round of revolution. In the growing food crisis 
they saw the hopes of a revolt through despair. In 
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the growing menace of Jap invasion, they saw a power¬ 
ful ally. Losing faith in their own people they began 
to look up for deliverance to Shri Subhas Bose and 

his Jap patrons. 

The new ‘revolutionary’ propaganda advanced 
new ideas—the necessity of organising a small con 
spiratorial band of revolutionaries and the doctrine that 
foreign aid is decisive for success. 

The ABC of Dislocation urged the creation of 

“a band of shock —troopers.who should in the manner 

of guerillas wage ceaseless war against the enemy 
(page 3). Jai Prakash Narain said in his First Letter 
to Fighters for Freedom “we must have a band of 
militants mentally and materially equipped for the next 
rising’’,(page 13). The Ninth August remarked—“There 
is nothing to hide about the function of these secret cells 

.whether it is the job of road-cutting, wire-cutting 

and railway dislocation or it is the task of leading 
massive crowds on police stations, prisons, collectorates 
and secretariats with a view to destroy them,” (January 
26, 1944. page 3). And Jai Prakash Narain stated in 
his Second Letter to Fighters for Freedom (page 14), 
“I believe and I do not mind saying so publicly that 
unless there is a shift in the international situation,- a 
Russo-German Pact, a Sino-Japanese Peace, a major 
reverse of British arms, war on Indian soil—we cannot 
do anything big.” 

Is not this all entirely opposed to the Congress 
resolutions ? - 
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In the event of a Jap invasion, Jai Prakash 
Narain is not asking for any action against the Japs, 
but gives a direction to set up a civil government in 
effect to collaborate with the Japs. Achyut Pat- 
wardhan says in the Ninth August (October 23, 1943, 
page 9)—“It has proved impossible to find any evi¬ 
dence of Jap atrocities or even mal-administration . Jai 
Prakash Narain tells us that the Soviet Union con¬ 
gratulated Japan for giving freedom to Burma. And 
the Ninth August solemnly assures us that a great 
part of the Axis plan includes “much very real sociali¬ 
sation” already carried into effect, (September 24, 1943, 
page 7). 

The Inquilah edited by Lohia and Aruna Asaf 
Ali wrote after the Jap bombing of Calcutta—“The 
commonsense of the common man tells him that this 
new threat to his life and property is of British manu¬ 
facture, his mood is one of hilarity.” (December 10, 
1943, page 13). Five days before this, Jap bombs had 
killed 300 people from the bustees. 

Throughout Bengal ran the whisper campaign 
that Subhas Bose’s invasion would bring in its wake 
lakhs of bags of rice for our starving people. After 
Stalingrad, Bose had placed himself under Japanese 
protection and it was common sense that his army of 
liberation could come to India only in the footsteps 
of the far stronger Japanese forces. 

No Fifth Column ? 

In the winter of 1943-1944, while the British Gov¬ 
ernment was assuring us that there was no danger of 
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any Japanese invasion, P. C. Joshi gave a clear warning 

that it was “now or never for the Japs so far as India 

is concerned” ( People’s War, November 21. 1943)? 

The Japs did attempt invasion in the following spring. 

The threat of Jap aggression was real and here, when 

the C S.P. went in for what was in effect pro-Jap 

propaganda. In April 1944, the Japs were within an 

ace of cutting off Assam and the route to China from 

0 

the Calcutta base. British terror and economic 
misery had brought the morale of our people to the 
lowest depths. 

We came to the conclusion that in this context 
any person or group which was pro-Jap and preached 
sabotage could no longer be called patriotic but must 
be classed with pro-Fascist agents. Under these cir¬ 
cumstances, we had to brand as Fifth Column the 
Forward Bloc. C.S.P. and Trotskyite groups. Objective¬ 
ly they had become Jap agents. They were no longer 
blind patriots as when they urged mass action alter 
August 9. They were not even misguided patriots as 
when they went in for sabotage work with the Japs 
still far away. Now, in 1944 they were no longer 
anti-fmoerialists when they weie clinging on to 
Fascist forces. We remembered Nehru’s declaration 
on April 12, 1942—“Any force that may come trom 
outside really comes as a dummy force uuder Japanese 
control. In effect it helps the invaders.” 

We denounced pro-Jap ideas and plans as 
treachery to our people and repudiation of the Congress 
tradition. Not to expose such ideas was to help tht? 
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political corruption of the patriotic youth of those 
days who had no earlier political consciousness but 
were being drawn towards Fascism by their anti- 
British sentiment. In the event of an actual invasion, 
such people might easily have become a menace. Tc 
remain neutral was co aid them and pave the way for 
the destruction of honest Congressmen themselves 
when the foreign invasion materialised. 

GANDHIJI'S FAST AND AFTER 

Clarification by Gandliiji 

Gandhiji’s fast on February 9, 1943, produced not a 
mass upsurge but a wave of mass helplessness. The 
thousands of Congressmen we contacted felt personally 
humiliated when Linlithgow risked Gandhiji’s death in 
prison rather than release him. We worked incessantly 
in our campaign for his liberation. 

The Gandhi-Viceroy Correspondence came like a 
fresh breath in clarifying the confusion in the Congress 
ranks in this time. Yet reading your report against us 
it would appear as though the correspondence had 
never even taken place. Let us compare our formula¬ 
tions with what Gandhiji had said to clear up the 
controversial issues :— 

(i) The Congress kept (i)“You would have found 
the door for negotiations in them (AICC speeches) 
open. The bureaucratic that I would not hastily 
Government has answered begin action. You should 
it with the arrest of the have taken advantage 



entire national leadership”. 
(Joshi’s Statement, August 
9, 1942). 

(ii) ‘‘In the name of natio¬ 
nal defence, the Govern¬ 
ment is weakening the very 
forces on which successful 
national defence depends”. 
(Joshi’s Statement, August 

9, 1942). 

(iii) “Imperialist arrogance 
is driving them mad, they 
cannot give up the greed 
for our Motherland as 
their possession.” (People’s 
War. August 16, 1942). 

(iv) “The blitz of brutal 
repression let loose by the 
imperialist bureaucracy has 
set the country aflame 
(People's War , August 16, 
1942). 

(v) “Our unified voice 
demands release of the 
Congress leaders and start¬ 
ing of negotiations.” 
(Joshis’s Statement, Au¬ 
gust 9, 1942). 


of the interval.” (Gandhiji 
to Viceroy. August 14, 
1942). 

(ii) “The summary rejec¬ 
tion of the demand has 
plunged the nation and Go¬ 
vernment into confusion. 
The Congress was making 
every effort to indentify 
India with the Allied 
cause.” (Gandhiji to 
Viceroy August 14. 1942). 

(iii) “It was not so much 
the Allied cause that 
weighed with the British 
Government as the unex¬ 
pressed determination to 
cling to the porssession of 

India.” (Gandhiji to 
Viceroy, August 14, 1942*. 

(iv) “The wholesale 
arrests of the Congress 
leaders seemed to have 
made the people wild with 
rage to the point of losing 
self-control.” (Gandhiji to 
Home Secretary, Sept. 23, 
1942.) 

(v) “The only right course 

for the Government seems 
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to me to be to release the 

Congress leaders.and 

explore ways and means 
of conciliation.” ^Gandhiji 
to Home Secretary, Sept. 
23, 1942). 

We and Gandhiji have often differed violently but 
both guide their action by fixed principles. 

Gandhiji follows the principle of non-violence but 
he formulates and reformulates his course by test of 
practice. It led him to the attitude of neutrality but 
he let Nehru correct him. It led him to the thereat of 
struggle but the aftermath of August led him again to 
correct his conclusions and repudiate Congress responsi¬ 
bility for the disturbances. Abstract non-violence 
made him choose wrong policies but honest re-examina¬ 
tion has led him to correct himself. It is only the great 
who have such mental strength. We admire him for 
this. 


Communism teaches us to understand life and to 
formulate the methods of changing life in the interests 
of our own and all peoples. It taught us that in the 
context of circumstances our prime duty of the hour was 
the defence of the country, and to enable our people 
to take it into their hands meant liberation. Thus we 
could see the contradiction in the August Resolution, 
and could keep our heads cool after August. Thus by 

different methods, Gandhiji and we could reach roughly 
the same conclusions. 




Deadlock or Settlement ? 

■ . 4*' *il C- 

Gandhiji’s correspondence scattered the claims 
of the August revolutionaries for the time being. 
People spontaneously felt that he had said what we were 
saying so long. The C.S.P. lost mass sympathy, could 
no longer use the Congress name after the virtual 
repudiation of ‘struggle’ by the chosen General himself. 
The Gandhites began to break away from them, disown 
sabotage and carry on symbolic satyagraha only. 

The C.S.P. appealed now to the sentiment of 
Congressmen. Had they not acted in all good faith? 
Did they not stand up against British insolence? Who 
besides Gandhiji really believed in non-violence ? , 
They attracted much sympathy. And after all, 
Gandhiji had disowned ‘struggle’ but had not con¬ 
demned its organisers. Their patriotic motives had 
not been challenged. 

With Gandhiji’s Correspondence as the basis, 
we now launched a mass campaign to break the dead¬ 
lock. We attacked deadlock as the Imperialist way 
to keep our country as a colony. We urged for settle¬ 
ment in order to get the destiny of our country in our 
own hands. The C.S.P. stood for deadlock as “the 
breathing time to organise the next round of revolu¬ 
tion” and opposed settlement as “a surrender to 
Imperialism”. 

We got a wide response. More Congressmen 
supported us than ever since August. The Leaguers 
were astonished to hear us explain Pakistan better 


than they themselves did and began to raise their voice 
for your release. Months before the Congress-League 
joint front in the Central Assembly, we were popularis¬ 
ing the need for our political life to flow that way. 
Congress leaders like Srivastava and Bardoloi supported 
self-determination. League leaders like Nazimuddin 
and Hasrat Mohani spoke up for Gandhiji’s release. 
Deadlock was the chosen British policy. How then 
could the campaign against it be the work of the 
friends of the British as you call us today? 

GANDHIJI’S RELEASE AND AFTER 

The Gelder Interview 

The pressure of popular demand in India and 
abroad forced the Government at last to release 
Gandhiji. And he showed his greatness again by his 
positive moves towards an Indo-British settlement, a 
Congress-League understanding and a review of the 
Congress organisation. 

In his interview with Stuart Gelder, he repudiated 
even more clearly than before the struggle conducted 
in his absence. He disowned any intention of an 
immediate future struggle—“I cannot take the country 
back to 1942.” He wanted to meet the Working 
Committee to find out “how they react to the know¬ 
ledge 1 have gained since my release.” He offered 
concrete terms as a basis of negotiations—an interim 
National Government, full military control for the 
British, declaration now of Indian independence. 



We welcomed Gandhiji’s initiative to break the 
deadlock but pointed out that the primary emphasis 
put upon a settlement with Wavell first was just to 
court failure. “Wavell can be successfully dealt with 
only after settling with Jinnah, but not before . 

(People s War , May 21, 1944). Not National Govern¬ 
ment but national humiliation stared us in the face if 
Congress and League did not unite. Our reading of 
the situation proved correct again. 

Gandlii-Jinnali Meeting 

Aftet* Waved's refusal to negotiate, Gandhiji turned 
to Mr. Jinnah. As their talks proceeded, there was a 
countrywide surging up of hopes of settlement but 
this mood of wishful thinking while expressing the 
right urge took no stock of difficultieWe again 
warned against blind optimism. “If the two stick to 

their specific points of view.there is no hope 

of any agreement.” ( People's War , August 20, 1944 ) 
The talks failed and the followers of each camp put 
the whole blame on the leader of the opposite side. 
Only our criticism was nonpartisan and constructive. 
Joshi wrote in his They Must Meet Again “The 
tragedy of the Gandhi—Jinnah negotiation was that 
Gandhiji failed to see freedom behind Mr. Jinnah’s 
demand and the latter failed to see democracy behind 
Gandhiji’s conditions. And both stand by the princi¬ 
ples of freedom and democracy.” 

We put forward a concrete common platform 
before the Congress and the League —(i) No unilateral 



settlement with the British (ii) Recognition of in¬ 
dependent sovereign states in Muslim homelands 
(lii) Formation of Pakistan by a Constituent Assembly 
based on adult franchise of all inhabitants (iv) Deli¬ 
mitation of frontiers in such a way that the sovereignty 
°f one people does not deny the right of self- 
determination of another (vj An agreement on draft 
treaties between the two federations of Pakistan and 
Hindusthan. 

We proposed thus to solve the conflict between 
the principles of People’s Sovereignty of Mr. Jinnah 
andPeople’s Will of Gandhiji. We asserted that major 
territorial adjustments between the two federations 
could only be made through mutual agreement. 

But the gulf between the freedom urge and the 

understanding of our people widened to such an 

extent that some papers published an alleged letter 

from Mr. Amery to Mr. Jinnah suggesting a dark 

conspiracy and lots of people were gullible enough to 

be taken in. By internal evidence from the letter 

itself, we came to the immediate conclusion that it 

was a forgery and proved our point. But many 

nationalists did not ask themselves why they were so 

readily * hoaxed. It was a sad commentary on the 

state of the national mind, of our own political 
morals. 

Gandhi-Joshi Correspondence 

Gandhiji gave us some questions which were 
nothmg more than the traditional slanders of anti- 


communism by reactionaries all over the world. 
Understanding his moral ethical preoccupations we 
took up the issue of our moral bonafides rather than 
the problems of political policy. We explained our 
position but after eleven months Gandhiji could 
still come to no conclusions. He then authorised us 
to release the correspondence. 

There was a lying press campaign that Gandhiji 
had pronounced against us. Yet we knew that he had 
told, on February 4, 1945, Swami Ramanand Tirth. a 
Hyderabad Congress leader, that “Communists 
cannot be excluded from the membership of the 

Congress.As regards elective bodies, it is 

for those who elect members to decide. If people 

want them, they will be elected.Communists 

are afrerall patriots,” We had this information and 
did not publish it. Is there any group in the Congress 
which would have exercised such restraint in similar 
circumstances ? We waited for a full democratic 
discussion inside the Congress when the time came. 

We went on with our constructive practical work 
and anti-deadlock political campaign. We made 
serious studies on the problems of life, food, production, 
profiteering and Hindu-Muslim question. * All our 
studies had record sales and were highly spoken of by 
people who care for objective analysis. Congressmen 
who had worked with us expressed to us their disgust 
with the slanders circulated against us but’they refrained 
from speaking up and waited for you to come out. 
We not only waited but worked for your release. We 
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expected that you would clear up the post-August mess 
and confusion in Congress ranks. We expected 
Nehru s modern outlook and your collective wisdom 
would go far beyond Gandhiji’s efforts at solution. 
We expected you would fight old-world prejudices. 

How Anti-Communism Grew 


We underestimated the fact that, after the failure 
of the positive moves of Gandhiji in 1944. there was a 
political vacuum in the public mind which would fall a 
prey to demagogy. Frustration against British insolence 
sought the channel of intolerance among ourselves. 
Disappointment expressed itself in disruptive fault¬ 
finding. We did not understand at first that the 
national mind had been reduced to such a level that 
even arrant nonsense would be believed. 


As Congressmen began to come out in groups, 
the slogans were pumped into them that Gandhiji was 
only being diplomatic when he disowned the struggle, 
that the August ‘martyrs’ had kept the banner flying 
that the Communists had stabbed the Congress in the 
back. Jailed Congressmen came out with iron in their 
souls against the British and their impulse was to 
reorgan.se the Congee and to keep out the 
Communists. This was the background of the 
Congress Workers’ Assemblies. On the plea 
that these were private sectional meetings we and 
our sympathisers were kept out. But to the people at 

Ton* AeSe T ^ Ssemb,ies were P^sed off as the real 
Congress itself. 
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These Assemblies passed formal resolutions of 
confidence in Gandhiji but they made no positive 
proposals to break the deadlock- The general mood 
was there was nothing to be done till the war was over 
except to reorganise for the next struggle—which was 
exactly what the Ninth August was preaching in a 
revolutionary jargon. The emphasis was on getting 
control of the Congress machine. From capturing 
power it had come down to capturing the Congress. 
Pacts were made between the returning leaders and the 
‘August cadre’ outside, each hoping to use the other. 
Honest Gandhites were silenced by the emotional 
appeal not to betray those who had suffered in August 
from British terror. Thus the formal acceptance of 
Gandhiji’s leadership was a cover for the glorification 
of the ‘people’s revolution’. This took the practical 
line of excluding Communists and even banning joint 
work with them for common service to the masses. 
A formal resolution on Gandhiji’s constructive work 
was the cover for isolating Communists and their 
sympathisers from Congress itself. 


YOU ARE PREJUDICED 

Your Hasty Conclusions 

When you came out, you did not wait to find 
out facts or ask for our policy documents. Straight 
away you condemned the role of our Party. Pandit 
Nehru declared that we had gone over to “the other 
side”. Dr. Pattabhi Sitaramaya refused to see opr 
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Andhra Secretary and recommended the use of vio¬ 
lence against us. 

How could you make up your mind so soon ? 

The only information you had was complaints from 

the people we had politically criticised and you have 

yourselves repudiated from inside the jail. The C.S.P 

was bound to blame us. We waited patiently for a 

fair hearing. Now the Sub-Committee report belies 

this hope. We see you made no serious attempt to 
understand our position. 

You misquote what we said and rely on those 

who supplied quotations without studying the full 
documents even. 


We denounced Tottenham's pamphlet against 

you and said-"u fails to establish any charge 

the Congress . ( People’s War, March 14 1943) Y n, 
use the same Tottenham against us. Even here you 

do not quote h.s .nominating remark on our Party- 

a large port.on 0 f its members are attracted to its 
odbecause .t stands for the overthrow of British 

thls <l uota “on too inconvenient for your 
purpose? your 

* 

Your ‘quotation’ from Adhikari’s „ 

Central Committee is a dishonest distortio^ With* 

out giving his actual words in their context h ~ 
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leadership is converted into a bold assertion that the 
disturbances were according to the ideas of the Patel 
group in the Working Committee. Adhikari’s report 
to Party leaders to help their correct understanding 
says nothing more than what some of you openly 
said before August. Why did you not quote his exact 
words? Would that have spoiled the effect of your 
charges ? 

Our Party organs are evidence that we did not 
parade our difference with you when you were 
prisoners. We said about you—They are all anti- 
Fascists. We regarded our differences as differences 
within the patriotic camp. You say we anticipated 
Tottenham’s charges against you. The readers of our 
papers know that we defended you against his lies 
day in and day out. 

You deal with the Bhulabhai Award in a similar 
manner. Why do you ignore the fact that Joshi asked 
for the opinion of three respected leaders, Rajaji, Mrs, 
Naidu and Shri Bhulabhai Desai, on the evidence 
against us ? Why do you slur over the fact that we 
asked in vain for a copy of this ‘evidence’ and a chance 
to explain ? The judge’ did noWet the accused’ know 
the ‘evidence’ against him. Joshi offered to publish 
these precious ‘documents, along with our answers for 
the people to judge, he maintained that that will be “the 
worst exposure of the anti-Communists themselves’’. 
Why did you not note that our challenge was not 

accepted ? Why are you afraid of a full public 
discussion ? 


You say that we advocated “unconditional 
support of the war-effort”. We supported the war but 
not the war-effort which often was^ as we sa 
“imperialist, coercive and inadequate” Our stan 
was—“-we co-operate where it is in the interests of 

our people, we resist where we must if it is agJin " 
their interests”. We challenge you to show a single 
case where we co-operated with any war-effort that 
went against the interests of our people. Is the 

distinction too subtle for your Report. 


Weakness of Your own Stand 

You charge us for carrying on Wanda 

“against this people's movement in which 

Congressmen were invo vcd • ^ ^ responsi . 

you charge us for accusi g A . 

ble for all the disturbances which followed the 
August resolution. Do you not see the inconsistency 
in your own formulation? What is the charge against 
us-that we opposed the movement conducted y 

Congressmen, or .bn. we Ms* bl.mel Congressmen 

for the movement ? 

You did not see the inconsistency because itjs 

inherent in your position today. ° ‘ e P® 

tell the first, to the Viceroy the second. You own t 

•struggle' as your own and then disown ,t. Is 

worthy of you ? 

Maulana Arad wrote on February 13, 1943 to 

the Viceroy—“The AICC at no time contemplated 
such a campaign and never issued such instructions . 


Pandit Nehru said to the people on July 17, 1945 

“They are cowards who criticised those happenings 
and who tried to mislead the people”; and on August 
30, 1945—“I am prepared to take all the responsibility 
for the happenings of 1942 because I am responsible 
for creating those conditions in the country”. Why 
these two voices? Why do you say one thing to the 
Government and another to the people, both with an 
easy conscience? Is it because you j’ourselves were of 
two minds on the eve of August? 

You disown the ‘struggle’ before the Government, 
because you did not start it, it was only a .threat that 
you thought was likely to work. But you cannot 
disown it before people who took you* at your word 
and suffered from British terror. So you find a formal 
way out of the dilemma by saying it was not a 
Congress struggle though its organisers claimed it was. 
And you glorify it as a spontaneous people’s struggle 
in answer to Government challenge. By an over¬ 
simplifying characterisation of all that happened 
after August you are lumping together the glorious 
and the sordid. 

The first reaction was a spontaneous upsurge, 
but as it subsided did it not give place to an organised 
sabotage campaign to be reduced finally to pro-Jap 
activities? And was not the Jap peril a new and big 
factor which divided the Working Committee more 
sharply than ever before and then united you on the 
basis of your August Resolution ? Why does not your 
Report say one word about the Jap danger to our 


country? Had you not demanded National Govern 
ment itself as an urgent necessity for effective 
resistance against Jap aggression? 

Why do not you face up to the meaning of a 
sabotage campaign in this context? And did not 

finally the sabotage elements begin to look up to the 

Japs as allies? Did not such elements include 
intellectuals and men in leading Congress positions 
Did they not propagandise that the United Nations stoo 
for imperialist robbery while the Japs had free 
countries and could be friends of Indian freedom . 
Alliance with Fascism for Indian Liberty ? 

Should we have allowed such illusions to pass 
unchallenged? Tell us what is there we should not 
have said or done. Your Report should have made 
clear what you think was the duty of Congressmen 
outside the jails in the crisis of 1942-45. All we said 
or did we defend on the basis of your own statements 

and resolutions. 

We have always ridiculed ‘British justice’. 
Should you now adopt worse methods ? Should you 
not insist on democratic standards of fairness for those 
who may disagree with you ? 

The logical contradiction in your own August 
Resolution worked itself out in real life. We endea¬ 
voured to live up to its first part, those who are today 
anti-communists clung to the second part. Logica y, 
you should be charging not us but yourselves. But you 
are bent on disowning the legal heirs of the first part 


of your Resolution which spoke of world democracy, 
anti-fascism, national demand. Why are you not a 
little self-critical ? 

The champions of paper plans of‘freedom revolu¬ 
tion with Jap asaistance if necessary lost faith in the 
people who did not come up to their fond expectations. 
We stuck to the people as their sufferings grew. Tell 
us who was right, who wrong. 

Our opponents thought they were making the 
Indian revolution. Our Marxism taught us to have no 
illusion that we alone could do the job of all the 
patriotic people. That is why we fought for your 
release and Congress-League Unity. We firmly be¬ 
lieve that we popularised the best anti-Fascist tradi¬ 
tions of the Congress. The leadership should not play 
with the faith of the people. Then alone will princi¬ 
ples not degenerate into demagogy before the people 
and diplomacy before the rulers. We have no fear for 
ourselves but we are fearful of the way in which you 

are tackling issues and leading Congress and our 
people. 


AFTER YOUR RELEASE 

You Lead Backwards 

Despite our differences we cherished very great 
hopes in you. You have been leading the country 
for twenty five years and commanded the confidence 
of millions You were the lieutenants of Gandhiji 
and naturally we expected that you would take up the 


issues before the country where Gandhiji had left them. 
We hoped you would go forward from that point. 

And Gandhiji after his release had himself moved 
forward. His own experience had led him on the same 
path we had been advocating. He had repudiated 
Congress responsibility for struggle . He announced 
his intention of not starting in war-time any civil-dis 
obedience movement- He had declared inoperative 
the second part of the August Resolution, just the part 
that we eleven members of the A. I. C. C. as Commu 
nists had wanted to delete. He had offered a new 
formula for settlement with Britain on the basis of an 
immediate Provisional National Government, He ha 
come to admit the League to be the most representa¬ 
tive Muslim organisation and to accept self-determina¬ 
tion as a basis for negotiation with Mr. Jmnah. In 
short, he had after his release placed before the country 
aims which were very near to our programme and 
sharply different from what our opponents were preach- 
ing in the name of the Congress. Having heard all 
that was said against us and very little of what we 
could say in reply, he could still write to Josh.- You 
have very able young men and women, as selfless as 

would claim to be.I would not easily lose such 

a force because of any preconceived notions of mine. 
We had high hopes that you will also follow in the 

Path indicated by Gandhiji after his release. 

But when we study your words and actions after 
you came out, we cannot escape the conclusion that 




instead of marching forward'you have turned back on 
this path. 

Our differences to-day, as in the past, turn really 
on the main question before our people What is the 
shortest and best path for our country’s liberation ? 
In the first phase of the war, we urged an immediate 
nation-wide mass struggle and you considered us hasty 
inexperienced fanatics who only talk of revolution. 
You calculated that the greater the danger to Britain 
the more the Government would yield if you sat tight 
on the mass influence of the Congress. In the second 
phase of the war, you threatened what you had not 
done earlier, a mass struggle, in the expectation that the 
British would now give in or a short and swift struggle 
would put you in power. When we argued against 
a mass struggle in the new situation of the country’s 
peril, you dismissed us as the same old lot of young in¬ 
experienced fanatics who forgot their duty towards the 
country in their zeal for the Soviet. 

After your release, you ought to have therefore 
answered the question as to who was right in 1942, 
you who thought power was almost within your grasp, 
or we who warned you that your lead was *‘a political 
gamble”. If you were right, why then did you after 
release turn away from struggle and go to Simla ? 
Maulana Azad promptly declared that there will be no 
mass struggle in wartime. Had you not come through 
the experience of failure to the same conclusion as we 
had come to earlier through understanding of the 
altered situation ? 
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To every issue in the country, you now fall back 
on the ready-made answer—Nothing can he done as 
long as the British are here. In the twenties this was a 
revolutionary new concept, the expression of a people s 
mental emancipation from a foreign yoke. In the for¬ 
ties, the mere repetition of this formula becomes a 
cover for political bankruptcy and practical helplessness. 
When the great testing time came, you could not tackle 
the new tasks of the new period. The national mind 
as guided by you began consequently to slide backwards. 

Frustrated patriotism degenerated into defea¬ 
tism and still pissed itself off as patriotism ; we can¬ 
not overthrow the British, let the Japs come . Sectarian 
Self-glorification degenerated into hatred of others ; 
‘we failed because of the others, let us crush now the 
anti-national organisations.’ Patriotic words became 
a cover for the destruction of elementary social con¬ 
science ; ‘India cannot be defended as long as the British 
are here, food cannot be had till India is free.’ One 
' could now be a pro-fascist and yet hailed as a patriot. 
Congress began to claim a monopoly of patriotism. 
People’s service for achieving democratic awakening 
came to be derided as reformism. Freedom’s battle 
was sought to be divorced from democratic practice. 
Lip-service to freedom could be united with anti-social 

practice. 

In the most revolutionary six years of recent 
world history, you failed to play your due role and re¬ 
peatedly missed the greatest opportunities. Your politi- 



cal bankruptcy is now breeding intellectual intolerance. 
Disruptive and chauvinistic ideas are growing out of 
political frustration. Because you had failed, India did 
not stay where she was but went backwards in the 
realm of thought. 

It is no accident that in the war years, serious 
political thinking and writing have all been done, not 
by you but by our Party. Only we have published inter¬ 
pretive and documentary studies on liberation move¬ 
ments in Europe and the East and on reactionary 
Imperialist plans. We alone have studied and written 
with realism and open mind about internal national 
problems like the Hindu-Muslim question and the 
rising nationalities. None but us made a political study 
of our changing economy in wartime and exposed the 
unholy link-up between official corruption and capita¬ 
list hoarding, 

We had hoped that you would wake up to 
your responsibility at least at the fag end of the war, 
but our hopes were belied. 

The Simla Tragedy 

When you went to the Simla Conference, the 
whole country waited with bated breath. Guided by 
your own wishful thinking, the people felt confident 
that settlement would come at last, that deadlock would 
be broken. We alone had no illusions and pointed out 
that you would win only if you lived down your earlier 
illusions and recognised that the biggest Indian weak- 


ness lay in our disunity. But you still felt that 1 rl 
Power wanted a settlement it would settle wit 
Congress and force the others to agree. ou 
stiff with Cripps, but now you accepted Wavell s o 
with alacrity and looked upon the British icer y 
the country’s leader. You not only failed again bu 
succeeded in humiliating the Congress as never e 
And you failed because you wanted to use 
Power to coerce your brothers. You c eris e 
revolutionary idea but your own illusions about 

Imperialism. 


It was a crazy strategy for our main political 

organisation to shirk its historic responsi 1 lty ° . 

our people and instead to seek an understanding with 
our common enemy. It was sectarian pride and power 
politics rather than good sense and patriot 


We are not defending Mr. I inn “ h - ^fo r Tt 
criticised his own role at Simla ^ fcel that the 

that you forgot your responS ‘J' m simla was you must 
only lesson you earned away before yQU next 

crush all opposition in the . » 

meet the British in the constitution-ma 


The British calculation ,s that ^ us gtill 

among ourselves. The election ^ them and 

more. Finally we will have m as the on]y 

submit to the settlement ™° Se * into their hands, 
alternative. At Simla you P , , r ui e f s used 

Indian leaders acted at Simla as our e 
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to act in the Grand Mughal’s Durbar. You approached 
modern problems in the mediaeval way. 

When the love of the people for their leaders 
gives rise to the leaders’ belief in their exclusive wisdom, 
they become factional chiefs who think they are wise 
and act unwisely. 

The Bombay A.I.C.C. 

At the Bombay AICC. the top leaders echoed 
the voice and the sentiment of the faction which in 
their absence had got hold of Congressmen. All its 
slogans were negative, anti-League and anti- 
Communist. The election cry was to be —A vote for 
Congress is a vote for freedom. 

For the first time in many years, there was no 
international resolution. In the resolution on August, 
there was one paragraph on the international and 
national objectives, but even here the USSR is ignored 
and no notice is taken of the new Europe. The 
unspoken sentiment of many of you is that Nehru’s 
internationalism had led to nothing, that Imperialist 
power-politics is everything, that India therefore should 
not show her hands. Some of you seem to think it 
foolish to express solidarity with the Soviet, for the 
British they think may even grant us some freedom 
if we line up with them against Russia. Some of you 
keep silent over Japan’s misdeeds, for who knows on 
which side Japan will be in the next war? 



At the last AICC, 1942, Pandit Nehru and 
Maulana Azad thundered against Japan and held up the 
ideal of an anti-Fascist India. Now, in 1945, openly 
Fascist speeches were made and acclaimed before the 
same leaders who never protested. Now we were 
being forced out of the Congress, while Mr. SaratBose, 
still an expelled member of Congress, was welcomed 
on the rostrum itself without any explanation. The 
1942 picture of world peoples versus world imperialism 
made way now for the chauvinistic picture of country 
versus country. Within the Congress itself, the 
expert exponents of power politics were triumphant, 
the. progressive voices silent. 

The Bombay AICC, 1945, gave another example 
of the “neither nor policy” by retreating from the 
position taken up by Gandhiji on self-determination. 
You neither accepted nor rejected the principle. 
You retreated on this issue rather than face the Hindu 
Mahasabha in the elections. The view of Gandhiji 
and Maulana Azad were thrust aside. 

You thunder against the communal and reac¬ 
tionary League. And you call in to assist your fight 
‘Nationalist Muslim’ elements many of which preach 
their ideas in theocratic terms like the Ahrars and the 
Khaksars, Even the Jamiat has stooped to ‘Islamic’ 
propaganda against the secular and anti-religious 
League. To fight Muslim backwardness, you stimulate 
Muslim obscurantism. And you do not stop here. 
Some of you even seek an understanding with the 
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pro-British Unionists. The game of brothers fighting 
brothers leads straight to unprincipled factional 
alliances. Your tactics of crushing the League is 
dragging you to the path of civil war. 

In the face of this menace, each leadership has to 
yield to its own reactionary wing to strengthen its 
own camp. If one starts on the wrong road, one only 
goes more and more wrong. In each camp there is on 
the one hand the tendency to rely on the common 
enemy against your own brother; on the other hand 
there is irresponsible talk about civil war. 

The new Bombay AICC is a clear repudiation of 
the past traditions of the National Congress. 


Opening the Way for the Coupland Conspiracy 


In 1920, the bedrock of the battle for Swaraj was 
Hindu-Muslim unity. Since then, the bad handling 
of Muslim demands by Congress leadership led more 
and more to the Muslims drifting away from Congress 
till the League has established itself as the major 
Muslim organisation expressing alike their sepecific 
demands and their general freedom urge. 


In 1945, you are making the Congress take a stand 
which implies that the Muslim participation is not 
essential for freedom’s battle and that there is no harm 
in using even the British against the League. Do you 


realise how far you have travelled away from 
ideals ? 


our great 



Pro-Jap feeling arose out of our lack of faith in 
ourselves and our expectation that the Japs would help 
us to finish the British. Anti-League feeling arises 
out of a similar slavish lack of faith in our brothers and 
an expectation that the British would solve the problem. 
Both these sentiments are essentially pro-imperialist. 
Both ignore the common interests of the common 
people. This business of “ using others” arises only 
from a total lack of principles. 

If the British are faced with an agreed scheme for 
a free India, they have to quit or face all-in country¬ 
wide revolt. If not, the initiative is still left in their 
hands. And the British Government has a pi an of its 
own for prolonging their hold on India. 

This is the Coupland Plan which envisages three 
dominions*, Hindu, Muslim and Princely—held together 
by an Agency Centre which will be the organ for 
British mediation and direction. The League will get 
its separate bloc, the Congress will get its centre for 
all India, the British through the Princes will hold the 
balance. The League progressives will be held in check 
by the leadership which will urge the economic develop¬ 
ment of backward Pakistan as the central task. The 
Congress will follow its ‘neither-nor’ tradition by 
neither accepting nor rejecting the new British award. 
The Birlas will do the planning, the Right Wing the 
governing, while the Left will have the congenial task 
of thundering for preparation for another struggle to 
be timed with the coming of the third world war. 


( 90 ) 


Meanwhile British capital and expert advice will still 
find ample scope for activity in our hopelessly divided 

land. 

You allege that we give “unqualified support to 
Pakistan. If you care to understand our position, you 
will know that we support the right demanded by the 
League’s Lahore Resolution, the freedom of the Muslim 
home-lands from the Hindu domination through Hindu 
majority in India as a whole and through the economic 
and educational superiority of the Hindus. But we 
are sharply opposed to the theory of a Muslim nation, 
to the League demand for the separation of six pro¬ 
vinces, to the League refusal to discuss the common 
interests and provide for them. We believe it is the duty 
of the Congress to take the initiative to forge a united 
front by recognising the right of self-determination. 
Only by accepting the just basis of the League demand 
can the Congress resist the unjust claims of the League. 

We think we are carrying forward the best 
Congress traditions. But you maligned us as pro-British 
because we saw the danger of your dual policy in 
August and now you slander us as League agents because 
we consistently maintain that a free India can only be 
built up on the basis of the self-determination of every 
Indian people. By regarding every one who differs 
from you as an enemy, you claim for yourself the 
status of an all-knowing all-wise leadership. 



V ; 


ANTI-COMMUNISM AS CONGRESS BANNER 

The Role Of World Communism 

Pandit Nehru decieves himself when he says that 
Congress is not now against Communism as such, but 
against the Indian Party. Sardar Patel will tell him that 
these are just words, that Communism itself is poison 
and should be stamped out as anti-national. And in 
reality Communism in any country grows through its 
Communist party, for the policy of the party is nothing 
but the Communist idea for the day. This is so 
everywhere including India. 


All over the world, the elements which have 
opposed Communist philosophy or Communist Parties 
have always been the ideologues of reaction and poli¬ 
tical leaders of reaction, period after period. As against 
them, the best elements in each country have turned 
towards Communism. Today, does it mean nothing to 
the leadership of our national movement when honoured 
names in the world of science, art and culture identify 
themselves with their respective Communist Parties ? 

Our movement today claims as actual members 
or ardent sympathisers leading world scientists like 
Haldane, Langivin, Joliot-Curie and Kapitza ; famous 
figures in art and musics, like Pablo Picasso and Paul 
Robeson ; great names in literature like Sean O’Casey 
Theodore Drieser, Louis Aragon, Ting Ling and Ilya 

Ehranburg. 
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Does it mean nothing to you that in every Western 
country, Communist Parties have risen from small 
sects to mighty forces in political life ? 

In France, Daladier outlawed the Communists as 
traitors and De Gaulle still accuses them of being Mos¬ 
cow’s agents ; and yet our Party has become the first 
party in the land and cannot be kept out of key posts in 
the Government. In Yugoslavia, our Party built up the 
greatest of all resistance movements and is making a 
new Yugoslavia with freedom for its many nations ; 
the great metal-worker Tito is now known all over the 
world. In Bulgaria our Party, underground for a 
decade, has now emerged as the foremost party. In 
Poland,our Party dissolved eight years ago, is now a 
leading force in the Government itself. In Roumania, 
Hungary, Austria, Finland, our Party has grown from 
illegal hunted groups to major influences. In Holland, 
Belgium, Denmark, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, our 
Party has risen from small sects to big groupings. In 
Albania, our Party leader, General Enver Hxha, is the 
undisputed leader of the common people. In Italy, 
twenty years of Fascist terror failed to crush our Party 
which is now occupying key posts. In Greece, our 
Party is leading the E. A. M. in the battle for freedom 
against royal fascism. Does all this convey nothing 
to you ? 

Communism in East Asia 

Our Party has been the best leaders of the re- 
volutionary anti-imperialist national movements' in 



( 93 ) 


East Asia as well. Communists were the main or¬ 
ganisers of all anti-Jap resistance movements, they have 
also organised the fight against the restoration of the 
imperialist status quo and for the national upsurge in 

country after country. 

In Burma, Dobama leaders like Aung San and 
Than Tun came into our Party. Some of the leaders 
did go over to the Japs, but our Party in Burma, which 
affectionately regards the Indian Party as its ‘elder 
brother’, went underground and organised the anti-Jap 
resistance and the final national up-rising which con¬ 
tributed to the expulsion of the Japanese. It took the 
initiative to organise the Anti-Fascist People’s Freedom 
League, which includes all the patriotic organisations 
in Burma and is striving today for national indepen¬ 
dence, with Aung San as President and Than Tun as 
Secretary. Aung San had gone over to the Japs like 
.Subhas Bose and had helped them to drive the British 
out. The Japs then promptly reduced his Burma 
National Army from 75,000 to 10,000 and refused to 
allow him to recruit and train more men. Then 
Thakin Soe, our underground leader, met Aung San 
secretly and won him back for the national cause. 
Though now outside the Party, Aung San has kept in 
closest touch with us, sought our instructions and 
proved his loyalty. Do you care to follow the recent 
History of our next-door neighbour Burma ? 

When the full story of the Indonesian struggle 
will be known, you will learn of the role Communists 
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are playing there. It has already leaked out that 
Sharifoeddin, a leading Indonesian Minister, is a 
Communist. Any patriotic Indian Officer from Saigon 
will tell you that the core of the Viet Minh is 
Communist. In Malaya, our Party lost hundreds in 
the Anti-Jap struggle and is the chief progressive force. 

And lastly, China. When Chiang-Kai-Shek was 
k'lling and slandering Chinese Communists, Pandit 
Nehru stood by our side at the World-League against 
Imperialism. Our Chinese brothers have doggedly 
defended themselves but they have always striven 
for unity. Their steadfast slogan is ‘'Immediate Unity” 
on the basis of Immediate Democracy and no war 
between brothers”. Non-Communist Journalists will 
give you glowing details about the achievement of 
our Party in China. It has liberated a vast area which 
is governed today on a democratic united front basis. 
Do you realise the records of Comrades Mao, Chu- 
Teh and Chou-En-Lai? 

From Quit India’, you have advanced to ‘Quit 

Asia, but we call upon Imperialism to quit the 

world. You seem to think that your slogan will 

materialise through brother fighting brother. You con- 

sider us a small group of fanatical intellectuals whose 

mass following will melt away as soon as you brand 

us as being on the other side”. Is not this the usual 

comfortable middle-class belief that the masses are 
dumb, driven cattle ? 



Why we had to leave the Congress 

Our Party is not what you imagine it to be. We 
are the leading force in the Indian Trade Union Move¬ 
ment; Our unions include three out of the five lakhs 

of the membership of the Trade Union Congress with 
a majority in the General Council. We lead the eight 
lakhs strong All Indian Kisan Sabha. We can set in 

bo°t t h 0 the m c ny IndianS J behind °w own policy, even if 
both the Congress and the Leauge differ from it. 


ments The ° rfia i nised working-class and peasant move- 
ments are the best allies of any freedom movement. 

Tv 03 " 16 ° freedom ancJ democracy, we appeal to 
y u to have some respect for them. Instead of keeping 

hem as the friendly allies of Congress, why do you try 

to disrupt them ? The British Imperialists did not 

succeed m crushing them. We built up these move- 

ments with the sweat of our own brows. If you now 

ek to uproot our Party, you will find yourselves 
tacking the Mazdoor and the Kisan movements in 
every part of our country. Will that be worthy of you ? 

the B Y T An 4 t3 - C ° mmunis t and anti-League lead at 

sheef ^ AICC ’ and y ° Ur reP ° rt and c harge- 
eet against us forced us to resign from the Congress. 

ou were prepared to let us remain primary members 

ha ban on holding elective posts. You would then 

the ree tC> i attaCk and mis ‘ re P resen t our policy before 

ourselves Y W ° U ' d be free t0 defend 

• You wanted to bar against us the door 
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to Indian democracy and also to deny us Congress 
democracy even if the membership had confidence in us. 

We are freedom fighters, we accept no gag, we 
refuse to be prisoners inside even the National 
Congress. 

You have forced us to defend our prtriotic policy 

before our own people. You have virtually declared 

war on us. We had to think out the best way to defend 

ourselves with the least damage to the Congress. We 

decided to go direct to our parent people, the soil that 

gave birth. We tell our brother Congressmen that if 

we had accepted the humiliating terms proposed by the 

leadership, we would not be worth being in the Congress. 

We also tell them that ours will be the battle for 

Congress-League-Communist Unity and not war against 
brothers. 

Do you not realise that the first duty of India’s 
freedom organisation No. ] is to understand and unite 
with No. 2 and No. 3 for a common war against British 
rule, for a common victory? Why do you talk as the 
Dispenser of Justice, and not as man to man, one 
freedom fighter to another? In the name of the moral 

integrity of the Indian National movement can you not 
be fair to others ? 

It was unworthy of Pandit Nehru to say that 
Congress was dealing with us leniently. Who but 
criminals plead for leniency? We demand from you 
nothing but justice. We ask you to ask your own 
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conscience why you want only Communist Congressmen 
to explain their conduct. Why do you discriminate 
against us? Why did you not put the same issue to 
Congress Socialists and Forward Blocists? 

You will say they were moved by patriotic motives 

though they went in for pro-Jap propaganda and 

sabotage which you yourselves admit was not Congress 

policy. How is it then that you deny to us alone the 

ene t of patriotic motive even by implication in your 
report and speeches ? 

Y° u say in different voices different things at 
aitterent times and places. This cannot lead to a tru£ 

understanding of the past. Before charging us, was it 
not your duty to ask questions of others too, to define 
what should have been done after August by all 

loyal Congressmen, to state the official Congress attitude 
to all the groups in 1942 ? 

You are heading for war among Indians and not 
war against British rule. Such a tragedy does happen 
when a leadership goes blind in self-glorification and 
ecomes incapable of self-criticism. We address blunt 
unpleasant words to you in an endeavour to hold you 
back from a fatal path. 

We recognise the worth of patriotic motive, but 
ten we do not let our heart run away with our head. 

® also do not pursue any vendetta against anybody, 
even °ur opponents. We called the C.S.P. and 
t e Forward Bloc traitors during the emergency of 
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Jap invasion for objective reasons. With the end of 
the war and your release, we have recognised a new 
situation which may point to a* new policy. 

We demand now the legalisation of the groups 
opposed to us and the release of all prisoners. It is 
not for the British rulers to judge them or deny them 
freedom. We are prepared to hold back to define 
our final attitude towards these groups still we hear their 
policy for the new period and see their practice. 

We do this not to get the chance to “swim with the 

current.” We have swam against it as we have swam 

with it before. It is the duty of a Communist to know 

when to swim with and how to swim against it. 

Communism teaches us how to swim steadfastly and 

seriously in the stream of freedom towards the 
Socialist sea. 

We spurn cheap popularity. Everyone of us for¬ 
sook in his own life the easy path the day he joined the 
Party. We have enjoyed widest popularity and con¬ 
sciously we have risked all that to win it back' again by 
dogged pursuit of our own policy. We use no words that 
mean two things. We concede the patriotic motives 
of our opponents but we judge them by their actual 
words, actual deeds. The final judgement of all of us 
lies with the people. We endeavour always to learn 
from our patriotic opponents, we are always self- 
critical. We are ready to bridge differences if possible 

; for achieving some day the all-in unity for the final 
battle of Indian freedom. 
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How Goondaism Comes In 

Meanwhile your speeches branding us as traitors 
are producing their deplorable effect on Congress 
sympathisers in locality after locality. Already anti- 
Communist slander-mongenng had produced cowardly 
violence in Andhra and elsewhere, which you have 
neither owned nor disowned. Then Dr. Sitaramaya 
gave the tip that Congress non-violence applied only 
to the British and not to the other Indian parties. In 
Bombay, after three mass meetings addressed respective¬ 
ly by Sardar Patel, Mr. Sarat Bose and Pandit Nehru, 
excited crowds led by ruffians vented their rage 
against our Party Headquarters. 


After Panditji’s anti-Communist tirade on Nov¬ 
ember 10, 1945, the crowd shouting Congress slogans 
attacked our office and hurled the vilest abuse even 
against the women relations of Party comrades. We 
did not rush out to thrash them because the entire 
nationalist press would have howled the next day that 
Communists had assaulted peaceful Congressmen. 
One of our young leaders, Mohan Kumaramangalam, 
saw Pandit Nehru and told him everything. Panditji 
refused to accept his version of what he had witnessed 
himself. He even advised Mohan patronisingly not to 
have a‘persecution complex’. In his next meeting, he 
said that Congress was against goondaism, but even 
then he did not tell his audience what he had learned 
from a Communist leader, nor did he condemn the 
particular incident. He satisfied his own conscience 
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by condemning goondaism in the abstract, taking no 
particular notice of the vilest outrage against all public 
decency. 

You argue that the ‘people’ are furious against 
us and cannot be controlled. But why are such in¬ 
cidents happening only after your release ? Are not 
your anti-Communist speeches creating just the 
atmosphere in which small gangs of our opponents 
dare even to let loose on us hired professional goondas 
under cover of patriotic indignation ? Have you not 
a moral responsibility for making all this possible ? 
Misguided Congressmen after hearing your outbursts 
against us begin to think that the stick or the knife is 
good enough for traitors, that the code of civilised 
conduct is not applicable toward our mothers, sisters 
and wives. Thus we are denied elementary civil rights 
in our own country. 

We make to you an offer. Appoint a sub-com¬ 
mittee to enquire into this matter, with Communist 
representation for you do not today enjoy our full 
confidence. We undertake to publish the report of 
such a sub-committee, or reports if there are no agreed 
conclusions. And we may add that ours is the only 
party which in practice takes disciplinary action against 
members making false charges against any one. 

Your propaganda that we are traitors inevitably 
encourages the worst elements in your camp to try to 
0wreak vengeance against us. even to manufacture 
slanders to isolate us from the people in the hope of 
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serving the cause of freedom. Inevitably they are 
finally driven to invoke the hired aid of professional 
ruffians against us. Is it not your clear and immediate 
duty to intervene now and proclaim that the ways of 
the bully and the coward should not be followed by 
your adherents, that they should never use against us 
methods which they do not want that others should 
use against Congress? Is not this an appeal for mere 
elementary decency ? 

IN THE NAME OF DEMOCRACY AND 

CULTURE 

New Stage in Congress History ? 

We had a proud claim that India’s freedom 
fighters were morally superior to our British rulers. 
Now we find Congressmen turning against us the very 
methods of the British masters—lies, slanders, violence, 
press propaganda. Like the British, you now claim a 
monopoly of wisdom in the interest of India. 

And a new set-up is taking shape within the 
Congress itself. While we are being asked to quit 
or submit to chains or the gag, the old allies of the British 
are being taken in as new friends of the Congress. A 
new link-up is taking place between the political 
leadership of the Congress and Indian vested interests. 
These interests now feel that their own profits now 
lie with being in the Congress camp because Congress 
is likely to be the new government. Business magnates 
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are donning the patriotic Congress garb in their own 
profit-interest. Instead of mass collections of Congress 
funds at the bottom as before, the Congress leaders 
now more and more dine with profiteers and receive 
from them fat cheques for election and propaganda 
purposes. 

Your new friends are not merely capitalists. In 
the war years, most of them became notorious hoarders 
and black-marketeers. Their hands are stained with the 
blood of the victims of famine, their faces are black with 
the shame of the. cloth scandal, they have minted 
millions out of high prices at the cost of the misery of 
the people. And instead of shunning them as social 
lepers, you hug them to your bosom. 

You will argue that their flocking into the Congress 
is a recognition of your strength, that the Congress will 
use them and their capital for the country’s good. But 
turn to real life and see who uses whom. In your 
election campaign now there is no denunciation of 
hoarding, no proposals against black-marketting. You 
have no immediate programme to fight unemployment 
or guarantee food for the people. You do not deal 
with the life of our people, torn to pieces, with our 
socio-economic structure gone out of gear. You only 
talk of the glory of the Congress and the heaven that 
will somehow suddenly descend on us through your 
dispensation in some mystic process. 

* As y° u fraternise with the bosses, their jobbers 

begin to tell the workers to be on the safe side in their 
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own interest and the Congress labour-workers begin to 
whisper that the Red Flag has been frowned upon by 
the national leaders who are going to be the new 
government so that unless the mazdoors give up their 
militant unions Congress ministers will do nothing for 
them And top Congress leaders speak from the plat¬ 
form of the capitalist-sponsored Hindustan Mazdoor 
Sevak Sangha which is busy splitting working class 
unity. This is tantamount to Congress patronage of 
semi-company unions. And if Congress helps to break 
working class unity and the militant unions, who will 
be strengthened but the capitalist profiteers and 
exploiters of labour? 

Your new profiteer friends have a simple plan—to 
help the Congress to win and thus earn the right to 
demand the removal of controls for the sake of greater 
profits, and to defeat immediate rehabilitation measures 
on the plea that industrial planning is possible only 
when freedom comes. To gladden their hearts. Pandit 
Nehru has already warned against Communists foment¬ 
ing strikes under Congress Ministries. Step by step, 
he will be led on to justify the jailing of strike-leaders 
and shooting of strikers. If you pursue this path, you 
will only persuade our working class that Congress Raj 
will be no better than British Raj. 

A worse development is taking place in rural 
areas, The same Zemindars who once opposed the 
Congress are now moving into it. They want to fight 
their real enemy-the Kisan Sabha-through the Congress 
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under cover of Congress patriotism. That will hide 
their sins and save landlordism in some form or other. 

You think you are using the landlords to break 
us in the countryside and their adhrence to you is a 
tribute to your strength. In reality, the feudal influence . 
is using the Congress as its last sheetanchor and you 
play into their hands. 

Anti-Communism as the Congress banner marks 
indeed a new stage in our history. You are giving up 
the battle to build a bigger democratic base for our 
national movement. You are strengthening the vested 
interests and placing your influence at their disposal. 
On the eve of power, a similar choice faces every 
national organisation—to rely more on vested interests 
or on the common people. 

Anti-Communism is another name for going anti- 

democratic. It is a struggle against the rising forces 

of New Democracy, a struggle against large sections 

of the Indian people rather than British rule. Anti- 

Communism is ant-national, for it sets patriot against 

patriot. It is the shameful banner of the reactionary 
and the profiteer. 

We do not worry about out dangers. The more 
we are attacked the deeper we will go into the working 
class and the peasantry. We are immortal. But while 
it is easy for you through your controlled press to whip 
up anti-Communist frenzy in the middle class, what 
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will be its effect on the attitude of the conscious workers 
and peasants towards the Congress itself? Will the new 
stage in Congress history be worthy of honour and 
respect ? 

Communism and Indian Culture 

We get the strength to stand up against your 
calumny on the basis of our sound policy, of the cohesion 
of our Party, of the support of the people we have 
served, and of the respect we have earned from the 
best sons of our Cultural Renaissance. 

The great Urdu poet, Josh Malihabadi, has heard 
all the slanders against us. And he supports us and 
contributes to all our funds. His latest remittance 
accompanies a couplet greeting us— 

“God’s help keep your light ever burning — 

Men who tread the path of turbulent storm.” 

The leading Hindi poet, Sumitranandan Pant, 
has been our friend for years. With his last donation 
he sent us a letter saying—“It is from you that people 
get inspiration and food for the mind. I am a lover of 
Beauty and my Beauty is the life of the People ; that is 
w hy Communism impresses me.” 

Wh Vallathol is the Tagore of Kerala, 

en he recently appeared on the platform of the 

anti-Communists hissed him. He 
I tell them (anti-Communists) I know the Commu- 
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nists, they are good people, they do good things, they 
say good things. Why do you waste time fighting them?” 
The Mahakavi is known as a friend of both the Congress 
and the Communists and regrets the present conflict. 

We appeal to you to see in us the continuity of 
the national movement you lead and not inimical 
hostility to it as you allege. Like political work, we 
also seek to intensify cultural work to rouse our people 
against all degradation. Our twin cultural endeavours— 
Progressive Writers and People’s Theatre movements 
are getting wider and wider response and should con¬ 
vince any non-partisan mind that we are on the right 
track and try to be worthy of our people. We remem¬ 
ber that our national movement from the beginning had 
been made up of a political awakening and a cultural 
renaissance. We are loyal to our traditions and try to 
live up to our double heritage. 

TRAITORS ? TREACHERY ? 

The Party of Revolutionaries 

Your attack caused us intensive heart-searching 
and serious thinking. But the more we have pondered, 
the more convinced we are that you have done us 
injustice. 

You call us traitors. But have you visualised the 
image of our Party as it is in province after province? 
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In the Punjab, the hoary founders of the Ghadar 
Party, who have spent more years in jail than most of 
you have been in the Congress, work even to-day 
under the banner of our Party. Promising young 
Akalis like Sohan Singh Josh and Teja Singh Swatantra 
are now in their maturity among our present Punjab 
leaders. The Babbar Akalis who thrilled the people 
in the twenties are with us now. And do not forget 
that the four comrades in prison of the immortal 
Bhagat Singh have joined our Party. 

In Bengal, the best of the terrorists have come 
over to us in a bloc. Amongst them are the leaders 
of Chittagong Armoury Raid, who are household 
names and amongst the greatest of Bengal’s heroes— 
men like Ananta Singh, Ganesh Ghosh, Ambika 
Chakravorty—who are still refused release after 15 years 
m prison by the British jailors. And do not forget 
that as many as 24 out of 29 ‘pre-Reform’ prisoners in 
Bengal who have come out recently reported for 
immediate duty at our provincial headquarters. 

In Kerala, our four Kayyur peasant comrades 
mounted the gallows with the cry of ‘Communist Party 
Zindabad’. K. P. R. Gopalan and his lieutenants 
there are still serving life terms for kisan work. And 
the best of the local Congress leaders have mostly 

joined us. 


In Bombay, our Party has led the great general 
strikes of 1928, 1929, 1934, 1940 and the political 
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strikes of 1927, 1938, 1939. Oar martyrs include 
Parshuram Jadav, Babu Maruti, Papa Mian, Bahiru 
Chavan and Waghmare. 

How is it that revolutionaries of all ages have 
felt with Ambika Chakravorty—“I have after all found 
the Party of my dream ?” Name after name rolls on, 
story after story flashes across the mind as we read 
the register of our membership and we realise what 
a shameless lie is uttered in the parrot cry that ours 
is a traitor party. 

In its earliest years, our Party consistently cam¬ 
paigned for the declaration of Complete Independence 
as the aim of our national movement. Most of you 
were in the Congress leadership even then and held 
to the line that Swaraj cannot and need not be 
defined. Behind your metaphysical word spinning 
was the calculation to wait and see what the British 
offer would be. The experience of the Simon 
Commission led you at last to accept the goal of 
Independence. 

We were the first to preach the need for the 
adoption of the democratic demands of the toiling 
masses as the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the 
Indian People. Most of you were in the Congress 
leadership then and you opposed our line because it 
was supposed to be based on new-fangled foreign 
ideas and because it might throw landlords and 
capitalists into British arms. The experience of the 
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failure of Civil Disobedience in 1930 led you to 
accept the definition of Fundamental Rights in our 
programme. 

We were the first to demonstrate that foreign 
ideas work on our native soil and to produce a living 
Indian working class movement. This and intensive 
anti-imperialist propaganda through literature and 
study circles helped a general Left ferment within 
the Congress youth which crystalised in the middle 
thirties in the rise of the C.S.P., bound with us then 
in fraternal ties and functioning legally while our Party 
was illegal. The new trend came to be reflected in 
Pandit Nehru’s leadership with its call for a Constituent 
Assembly with adult suffrage, a democratic economy, a 
United National Front against the British and fraternal 
alliance with foreign progressive movements together 
with a deep respect for the U. S. S. R. 

At every stage, we have been ‘anti-national’ in 
the sense that we have sharply criticised traditional 
policy of the orthodox leadership. In reality, we have 
been ‘more national’ because we were one step ahead 
of the leadership and pleaded earlier for action which 
the Congress adopted later on as necessary. We have 
been sneered at for ideas which had to be later on 
taken over. The tragedy is that memory is so short 
that you can now turn round and accuse us of being an 
alien anti-Congress force all along. 

Even in the war years, those who condemned 
Ghandhiji’s policy of postponing a mass struggle for the 
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sake of Britain alone, later on abused us for the policy 
we advocated for the sake of our own country. Those 
who stood for ‘no mass struggle while Britain was in 
danger’ came to preach ‘mass struggle when India was 
in danger’. Instead of explaning all this, you claim 
a monopoly of patriotism and charge us with betrayal. 

If there has been any conscious contribution of the 
Indian people to the defeat of Japan and defence of 
India, we proudly claim that it was the continued pro¬ 
duction by our working class under our leadership. You 
thought that we were committing suicide but life itself 
has shown us alive and growing. In moving from the 
forecast that we were liquidating ourselvs to the 
charge that we betrayed the national struggle, do you 
realise that you have made a complete somersault ? 

Ours is th > party which saw the reality of the new 

situation. And ours is the satisfaction of having done 
our best against all odds. 

The Only Way To Freedom Today 

But after all we feel that the real issue which 
sharply divides us today is not ‘Peoples War’ but our 
advocacy of Self determination. You would have shut 
your eyes towards our stand in the war that is now 
over if you could have been assured of our support in 
your crusade against the League. Uufortunately. from 
your point of view just as we did not allow our free¬ 
dom sentiment to make us do the job of the Japs by 
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going in for sabotage, so we will not allow the same 
freedom sentiment to lead us in into a fight against the 
just claim of our Muslim brothers. You know this and 
so you rage against it. And you hope to finish us by 
trying to turn against us the freedom sentiment of the 
people, by accusing us of going over to ‘the other side.’ 
You think that in the past our only capital against you 
was the word ‘revolution’, and now you turn that word 
against us. Similarly, to finish the League, you allow 
your Nationalst Muslim allies to turn against the 
League what you think is its only capital, namely ‘Islam 
and Religion.’ 

We treat the freedom sentiment of our people 
with greater respect and endeavour constantly to trans¬ 
form it into a concrete freedom programme suited 
objectively for the particular period- That is why we 
demand the inclusion of self-determination for all in 
our national programme in its next phase of final 
struggle against British rule. 

If the stage has come to tell the British to quit 
India, then the stage has also come to define the shape 
of the coming Indian freedom. To make the idea of 
Freedom into a reality for all our people is just the 
plain issue of today. We have differences amongst us 
that arise from our history, our economy, our culture. 
Wben we try to visualise freedom, inevitably each 
thinks of his particular homeland with its particular 
language and make-up. Mere freedom form British 


domination is not enough ; the shape and form of 
Indian freedom which will function amongst us has also 
to be specified now. 


A stage has come when the principle of self-deter¬ 
mination has to be defined for every people in India 
within the framework of Free India. For special 
historical reasons, the demand for the recognition of 
this right is being pressed home today by the Muslim 
minority always afraid of Hindu domination. Such a 
demand cannot be opposed on principle. The basic 
principle of freedom behind the Congress demand itself 
has today to be carried forward to mean clearly the 
independence of every Indian people in its own natural 
homeland. A free India must be a family of free nations. 

This is the burning practical issue today. If Con¬ 
gress and League cannot unite on this issue and face the 
British Government together, each will be appealing 
to the British for a unilateral settlement with itself 
and a British-imposed constitution will emerge. 


Our Party has been always the first consistent 
advocate of every new idea in our national movement 
since our birth. This same forward looking capacity 
makes us today the champion of self-derermination for 
all. Hindu-Muslim unity comes natural to us because 
to day it is a living reality only in the Trade Unions 
and Kisan Sabhas. Justice comes natural to us because 
we are the party of the oppressed toilers. 
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The leaderships of both Congress and League today 
display towards us the typical elderly middle class 
professional politicians’ outlook. But we know and 
respect the thousands of freedom-loving patriots within 
both the movements. They will awaken to the reality 
as the havoc due to the present policy unfolds itself. 
All the problems the present policy is evading rather 
then solving will come back to roost. There is no other 
alternative. 

You have called us what no countryman of ours 
ever called as—a party of traitors. In the same blind 
way we might have shouted back that you tried to sell 
the country to the Japs. But we do not go in f^r 
slandering those with whom we differ. Political slanders 
should not take the place of political arguments. 

If you do not call off your anti-League campaign 
you will be forced to go anti-Muslim and call all 
Muslims reactionary tools of the British. If you do not 
call off your anti-Communist campaign you will in time 
be forced to go in for strike-breaking, shooting workers 
and jailing labour leaders. 

We should not identify the glorious Congress 
movement with its slandering and bankrupt leadership. 
Our criticism of you will always be directed in terms 
of freedom principles for the shortest and surest path 
to their realisation. Indian Communists will battle for 
nothing but Indian Freedom, for an agreed plan to 
escape the British plan for an imposed post-war con- 



